September 2003

Comparing Employment,
|ncome, and Poverty:
Census 2000 and the
Current Population
Survey

All statementsin this report have undergone statistical testing, and all comparisons
are significant at the 90-percent confidence level but have not yet been verified.
Consequently, some errors may remain. A final version will be issued when the
testing has been verified. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling
error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see
www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf 3. pdf.

Data are subject to change in the quality assurance process.

Sandra Luckett Clark
John Iceland

Thomas Palumbo

Kirby Posey

Mai Welsmantle
Housing and Household
Economic Statistics
Division




TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . .o e e e e e %
1. EMPLOYMENT STATUSIN CENSUS 2000. . . . . . oottt e i i e e e 1
1.1 Employment status differences between Census 2000 and the April 2000CPS. ... .. .. 5
1.2 Historical comparisons of labor force and employment . . . . ................ 7
1.3 Historical comparisons of unemployment . . . ......... ... ... ... . ... .. ..... 10
1.4, Comparisons by SEX . . ... 11
1.5 Unemployment: A demographic perspective on CPS-census comparisons . . . . . 14
1.6 Employment: CPS-CeNsUS COMPariSoNS . . . . . oo vt i it e it e e e it e e e e 15
1.7 State-level comparisons of unemployment in Census 2000 andtheCPS............. 16
1.8 State-level comparisons of employment in Census 2000 andtheCPS............... 17
1O CONCIUSIONS . . . ottt e e e e e e e e e 17
Detailed tables and figures for employment status . . . . .. ..................... 19
2. INCOME DATA FROM CENSUS 2000 . . . . o\ttt et e e e e e 40
2.1 Incomeinthe Current Population Survey (CPS) .. ... 44
2.2 Comparing Census 2000 and the Current Population Survey .. ................... 45
2 3 FUIUIE IESEAICN . . . ottt 47
3. POVERTY DATA FROM CENSUS2000. . . . .ottt e e i e i e e 50
3.1 State-level comparisons of poverty estimates. . .......... ..o i 51
3.2 The effect of family relationship coding on poverty estimates. . ................. 54
4. APPENDIXES. . . ..o 57

Appendix 1. Supporting Studies

Supporting Study 1. Potential Sources of Differences between Census and

Current Population Survey Employment Status Estimates. .. .............. 58
Supporting Study 2. Effects of Use of Matrix of Employment Status
RECOdE B. . . .o 65
Supporting Study 3. Unemployment Estimates. . ........................... 69
Appendix 2. Comparison of Employment Questions in the 1990 Census and
CensUS 2000 . . . .ot e 75
Appendix 3. Problem in Employment Estimates for Population in Group Quarters. . . . .. 79



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

Table 9.

LIST OF TABLES

Comparison of Employment Status by Sex between the Census and the

Current Population Survey: 1950-2000 . . . . ... .ottt 20
Comparison of Census and CPS Percent Changesin Population 16 Y ears

Old and Over and in the Civilian Labor Force: 1960-2000. . .................... 9
Comparison of Census and CPS Percent Changes in Population 16 Y ears

Old and Over and in Employment: 1960-2000 . . ... ... oottt 9
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changes in Labor Force

Participation Rates: 1950-2000 . . . . ..ottt 10
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changes in Employment/

Population Ratios: 1950-2000 . . . . ..ottt e 11
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changes in Female Labor

Force Participation Rates: 1950-2000 . . . .. ..ottt 12
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Male Labor

Force Participation Rates: 1950-2000. . . .. ..ottt 12
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changes in Female
Employment/Population Ratios: 1950-2000 . .. ... .o o vt 13
Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Male

Employment/Population Ratios: 1950-2000 . .. .. ..o v 13

Table 10. Comparison of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Unemployment Counts

by Selected Characteristics: United States. . .. ...........c i, 22

Table 11. Comparison of 1990 Census and April 1990 Unemployment Counts by

Selected Characteristics: United States . . . . ... oo oo 23

Table 12. Comparison of Census 2000 / April 2000 CPS Percent Differences and

1990 Census/ 1990 CPS Differences in Unemployment Counts by
Selected Characteristics: United States . . .. .. .. ... 24

Table 13. Comparison of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates

by Selected Characteristics: United States. . .. ...........c i, 25



Table 14. Comparison of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Employment Counts
by Selected Characteristics: United States. .. ...t 26

Table 15. Comparison of 1990 Census and April 1990 CPS Employed Counts by
Selected Characteristics: United States . . .. .. .. ...t 27

Table 16. Comparison of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Percent Differences
and 1990 Census and 1990 CPS Percent Differences in Employment

Counts by Selected Characteristics. . .. ... e 28
Table 17. Comparison of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Employment/

Population Ratios by Selected Characteristics: United States. . .. ............... 29
Table 18. Comparison of Census 2000 and 2000 CPS Unemployment Counts

DY Stale . . ..o 30
Table 19. Comparison of Census 2000 and 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates by State.. . .. .. .. 31
Table 20. Comparison of Census 2000 and 2000 CPS Employment Counts by State. . . . .. .. 32

Table 21. Comparison of Census 2000 and 2000 CPS Employment/Population
RalioShy State . . .. ..o 33

Table 22. Median Household Income in 1999: Census 2000 and the Current
POpUIaLioON SUNVEY . . . .o e 48

Table 23. Median Income in 1999 by Selected Characteristics. Census 2000 and
the Current Population SUrvVeY . .. ... ..o 49

Table 24. Poverty Rate Comparison: Census 2000, Current Population Survey (CPS),
and Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (C2SS) ... ... 52

Table 25. Poverty Rate of Individuals by State: Census 2000, Current Population
Survey, and Census 2000 Supplementary SUrVey . .. ...t e i 53

Table 26. Poverty by Selected Demographic Characteristics. Current Population
Survey Recoded to Reflect Census 2000 RelationshipCodes. . ................ 56



Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.

Figure 5.
Figure 6.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

LIST OF FIGURES

Differences in Census and CPS Employed as a Percent of CPS Employed . . . . . .. 34
Census vs CPS Employment Ratios: 1950-2000. . ..., 35
Difference in Census and CPS Unemployed as a Percent of CPS Unemployed . . . .. 36
Census vs CPS Unemployment Rate: 1950-2000 . .. ..., 36

Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates by
Selected CharaCteristiCs. .. . ..o e 37

Census 2000 vs April 2000 Employment/Population Ratios by

Selected CharaCteristiCs. .. ... oo 37
Census 2000 vs April 2000 CPS Unemployment Ratesby State . .. ............. 38
Census 2000 vs April 2000 CPS Employment/Population Ratios by State.. .. .. ... 39



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Censuses and surveys often attempt to measure the same concepts, and comparing results across
data collection effortsis atraditional way of assessing the consistency and reliability (and thus
quality) of statistics from the Census Bureau. This report compares labor force data from Census
2000 and the Current Population Survey, income reported in Census 2000 and the Current
Population Survey, and poverty measured in Census 2000, the Current Population Survey, and
the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey. Such comparisons cannot always control for how
various data collection efforts differ in the wording of questions, the collection and processing
procedures, and other ways that may impair comparability.

Some highlights of these comparisons are:

e Lower counts of employed people (and the civilian labor force) in censuses than in the
Current Population Survey extend back to 1950, but in 2000 the differences between the
census and the Current Population Survey were larger than in the past. The 2000
employment data may be influenced by anomalous data for individuals in group quarters.

*  The Census 2000 estimate of the number of employed people was about 5 percent lower
than the Current Population Survey estimate. But the Census 2000 estimate of the number
of unemployed people was over 50 percent higher than the Current Population Survey
estimate.

*  The Census 2000 estimate of the labor force participation rate was 2.1 percentage points
lower than the Current Population Survey estimate. The census unemployment rate was 2.1
percentage points higher than the Current Population Survey rate.

e Until 1990, censuses undercounted unemployed people relative to the Current Population
Survey. The gap reversed direction in 1990, as the census overcounted unemployed relative
to the Current Population Survey, and grew much larger in 2000. The widening gapsin
2000 were surprising because the census questions were changed somewhat to make them
closer to the Current Population Survey, with the expectation that differences would decline.
The 2000 unemployment data may also be affected by anomaliesin the data for peoplein
group quarters, but the gaps between the census and the Current Population Survey in
numbers and rates of jobless people at the national level arestill very large, even when
people in group quarters are taken out of the comparisons.

* Thedifferences between the census and the Current Population Survey noted above
generaly persist across demographic categories of sex, age, and race and Hispanic origin.

* Animportant purpose of censusesis to produce datafor states and small areas, but these
estimates are difficult to compare to the Current Population Survey because of the relatively
large sampling error in the Current Population Survey at the state leved. That constraint



necessitates using annual averages from the CPS. Still, the higher counts of unemployed
people in the census than in the Current Population Survey persist across three-fourths of the
states (those with gatisticaly sgnificant differences), and unemployment rates for most
gates are higher in the census than the Current Population Survey.

One might expect the Current Population Survey to report higher income than the census
because the Current Population Survey asks more questions about sources of income,
presumably prompting people to more fully report their income from all sources. Census
2000, however, produced a median household income of $41,994, compared with the
Current Population Survey estimate of $40,696.

In three of the four major regions (the Northeast, the South, and the West), median
household income was higher in the census than in the Current Population Survey. Inthe
Midwest, median household income from the census and the Current Population Survey did
not differ by a statistically significant amount.

The difference between the census and the Current Population Survey in median family
income was not statigtically significant. For married couples, however, median family
income was higher in the census than in the Current Population Survey. In contrast, the
estimates of median income for (@) families with a femae householder (no husband present)
and (b) families with a male householder (no wife present) were lower in the census than the
Current Popul aion Survey.

Census 2000 and the Current Population Survey both asked about income during the
preceding calendar year (1999), but the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey was conducted
monthly and each month asked respondents about income in the preceding 12 months. The
Census 2000 estimate of the poverty rate was 12.4 percent—moderately higher than the
Current Population Survey estimate of 11.9, though not statistically different from the
Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (12.2 percent).

At the state level, Census 2000 poverty estimates are neither consistently higher nor lower
than estimates from the Current Population Survey and the Census 2000 Supplementary
Survey.

An issue in comparing estimates of poverty from the Current Population Survey and Census
2000 is that the census records household relationships only with respect to the householder,
whereas more detailed questions in the Current Population Survey can identify relationships
among household members who are related to each other but not to the householder. That
is, the Current Population Survey identifies unrelated subfamilies within households.
However, recoding the Current Population Survey to use the procedures followed in the
census generally has little effect on the Current Population Survey estimates of poverty.

A comprehensive explanation for the differences noted above is not now available. A

Vi



promising opportunity for better understanding of the differences between the census and the
Current Population Survey is provided by another project that involves an exact match of
individuals in the census and the Current Population Survey. This approach isrealy the
only way to compare valuesfor the same individualsin different data collection activities.
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1. EMPLOYMENT STATUSIN CENSUS 2000

Census 2000 information on the employment status of the population can be compared with
information collected in the Current Population Survey (CPS), the nation’s official source of
current estimates of employment and unemployment at the national and state levels. Thistype of
census-CPS comparison dates back to 1950.

Since 1947, the Census Bureau has conducted the CPS for the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS),
which uses the data to provide direct monthly estimates of the nation’s employed and
unemployed, and direct annual-average estimates of employment and unemployment for states
and large metropolitan areas.* In contrast, the primary purpose of the census isto produce rdiable
employment and unemployment estimates for geographic areas smaller than those available from
the CPS or from the BLS Local Area Unemployment Statistics Program (LAUS), which
estimates monthly employment and unemployment for counties and other sub-state areas through
indirect estimation techniques.?

Aggregate-level comparisons of census data with CPS data provide avaluableway to evaluate
the quality of the census data While the census and the CPS figures use the same employment-
classification concepts (see the box “ Employment Status Concepts’), congderable differencesin
enumeration and processing techniques lead to variations in how these concepts are applied and
the comparability of the two sets of estimates.®* Appendix 1 describes the chief potential sources
of differences between the census and the CPS estimates that complicate, but do not invalidate,
interpretations of comparisons. Two of the most important survey differences are worth

menti oning.

First, the CPS is an employment-focused, enumerator-conducted, and continuously-fielded
survey. These characteristics allow collecting more detailed information on employment status
and lead to an expectation that the CPS estimates are more accurate.”

The Current Population Survey is described at the following web site:
http://www.bls.gov/cps/home.htm.

*The LAUS program is described a http://www.bls.gov/laus’home.htm. Also see the
section “ Explanatory Notes and Estimates of Error” in the January 2002 edition of the
Employment and Earnings publication of the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

*For a description of the CPS questi onnaire concepts and definitions, including a
facsimile of the CPS employment and unemployment questions, see chapter 5 in the publication,
Current Population Survey, Design and Methodology, Technical Paper 63, found at
WWW.census.gov/cps/tp/tp63.htm.

“See Appendix 1 for alisting of the employment and unemployment questions used by
the CPS.



The census, in comparison, isvery large, serves multiple purposes, relies mostly on self-
enumeration, and is a once-a-decade operation involving quick implementation and closure of
field offices®

Second, the CPS and census also differ in the nature of their time-reference periods. The CPSisa
monthly survey for which the reference period for the employment questions is the calendar week
containing the 12" day of the month. The censusistaken in years ending in “0,” and the
reference period for the employment itemsiis the full calendar week prior to when the respondent
answers the questions. Since the census enumeration period generally extends from late March to
well beyond the official April 1 date, and since not everyone answers the census questionsin the
same week, the census reference period for employment data is not uniform, but varies
considerably over atime of potentially changing economic conditions. A first requirement of
census-CPS comparison studies, then, is to choose, among many possibilities, the time period for
the CPS estimates in the comparison. At the national level, this study of employment status uses
the CPS estimates for April of the census year as benchmarks for the census data This period
was selected because it represents something of a mid-point for the census enumeration, and
census population figures represent the population as of April 1 of the census year; at the state
level, CPS annual averages (weighted mean of the monthly estimates for the 12 monthsin the
census year) are compared with the census estimates.®

This study focuses on census-CPS comparisons of employment and unemployment estimates at
the national and state leved. The analysisis primarily descriptive but mentions some possible
sources of differences in the comparison data. The detailed tables for the analysis appear at the
end of this chapter.

*Major changes were made to both the census and the CPS instruments between 1990 and
2000. In 1994, major changes were introduced into the CPS, including a complete redesign of the
guestionnaire and the use of computer-assisted interviewing for the entire survey. The census
guestions were redesigned for 2000 to conform, as much as practical, with the corresponding
guestionsin the redesigned CPS. A primary goal of the census revisions was to enhancethe
comparability of the census and CPS unemployment estimates. Appendix 2 discusses how
Census 2000 employment questions differed from those for the 1990 census.

®Techniques are available to put the census and CPS on a comparabl e reference-period
footing, but they are beyond the scope or purpose of this present study. In addition, April CPS
datawere used in al previous Census-CPS historical evduations a the aggregate levd.

2



TEXT BOX: Employment Status Concepts.

Beginning in 1970, the census has used the following definitions of employment status

concepts, which are the same official concepts also used in the Current Population Survey. In the
census, these concepts are applied through a series of questions (see Appendixes 1 and 2) to
identify, in this sequence: (1) people who worked at any time during the reference week; (2)
people who did not work during the reference week, but who had jobs or businesses from which
they were temporarily absent (excluding people on layoff); (3) people on temporary layoff who
expected to be recalled to work within the next six months or who had been given a date to return
to work, and who were available for work during the reference week; and (4) people who did not
work during the reference week, who had looked for work during the reference week or the three
previous weeks, and who were available for work during the reference week.

Employed. All civilians 16 years old and over who were either (1) "at work" — those who did
any work a all during the reference week as paid employees, worked in their own business or
profession, worked on their own farm, or worked 15 hours or more as unpaid workers on a
family farm or in afamily business; or (2) were "with ajob but not at work™ — those who did not
work during the reference week, but who had jobs or businesses from which they were
temporarily absent because of illness, bad weather, industrial dispute, vacation, or other personal
reasons. Excluded from the employed are people whose only activity consisted of work around
their own house (painting, repairing, or own home housework) or unpaid volunteer work for
religious, charitable, and similar organizations. Also excluded are al institutionalized people and
people on active duty in the United States Armed Forces.

Unemployed. All civilians 16 years old and over were classified as unemployed if they were
neither "at work™ nor "with ajob but not at work" during the reference week, were looking for
work during the last four weeks, and were available to start ajob. Also included as unemployed
were civilians 16 years old and over who: did not work at al during the reference week, wereon
temporary layoff from ajob, had been informed that they would be recalled to work within the
next six months or had been given a date to return to work, and were avalable to return to work
during the reference week, except for temporary illness. Examples of job seeking activities were:

Registering at a public or private employment office

M eeting with prospective employers

Investigating possibilities for starting a professional practice or opening a business
Placing or answering advertisements

Writing letters of application

Being on a union or professional register

Civilian labor force. Consists of people classified as employed or unemployed in accordance
with the criteria described above.



Not in labor force. All people 16 years old and over who are not classified as members of the
labor force. Thiscategory consists mainly of students, individua staking care of home or family,
retired workers, seasonal workers enumerated in an off-season who were not looking for work,
institutionalized people (all institutionalized people are placed in this category regardless of any
work activities they may have done in the reference week), and people doing only incidental
unpaid family work (fewer than 15 hours during the reference week).

Refer ence week. In the census, the data on employment status related to a one-week time period,
known as the reference week. For each person, this week isthe full caendar week, Sunday
through Saturday, preceding the date the questionnaire was completed. This calendar week is not
the same for all people since the enumeration was not completed in one week. The occurrence of
holidays during the enumeration period probably had no effect on the overall measurement of
employment status. The CPS data relate to the calendar week during the month that contains the
12" day of the month.

Unemployment Rate. The unemployment rate represents the number of unemployed as a
percentage of the civilian labor force. (For example, if the civilian labor force equals 100 people
and 7 people are unemployed, then the unemployment rate would equal 7 percent.)

Labor Force Participation Rate. The labor force participation rate is the proportion of the age-
eligible civilian population that isin the civilian labor force. (For example, if the 16 years and
over population equals 100 and 64 people are in the civilian labor force, then the labor force
participation rate would equal 64 percent.)

Employment/Population (E/P) Ratio. The E/P ratio represents the proportion of the age-
eligible civilian population that is employed. (For example, if the 16-years- and-over population
eguals 100 and 55 people are employed, then the E/P ratio would equal 55 percent.)
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1.1 Employment status differences between Census 2000 and the April 2000 CPS

Table 1 places comparisons of census 2000 and CPS employment and unemployment datain a
historical context, beginning with the 1950 census. The 1950 census is the first one for which
there are comparabl e results from the CPS, which began in 1947.

(Table 1 shown at end of employment section)

For purposes of historicd comparison, the post-1960 comparisons in the table are most relevant.
To conform with the official government concepts of employment and unemployment instituted
in January 1967,” the census introduced new employment questions and employment conceptsin
the 1970 census which differed considerably from those associated with the 1950 and 1960
censuses. The 1970 and later censuses (including 2000) used virtually the same concepts, but
there have been some changes to both the CPS and census questions, particularly between 1990
and 2000.2 The condderable differences observed between the post-1960 and 1950/1960 datain
the tableillustrate the potential sensitivity of the census-CPS relationships to revisionsin
guestions and concepts. See the box, “ Census Questionnaire Changes. 1950-2000,” for more
information.

The key observations from Table 1 for 2000 are:

e The Census 2000 estimate of the number of employed people, 129.7 million, was about
7.2 million, or about 5 percent lower than the April 2000 CPS estimate of 136.9
million.

e Incontrast, the Census 2000 estimate of the number of unemployed persons, 7.9
million, was about 2.7 million, or over 50 percent, higher than the CPS estimate of 5.2
million.

e The“civilian labor force” isthe sum of the “employed”’ and the “unemployed”
estimates. The opposing signs of the differences noted above for these components
mean that they somewhat offset each other. Hence, the Census 2000 count for the
civilian labor force, 137.7 million, was about 4.5 million, or 3.1 percent, below the CPS
count of 142.1 million. Thisdifference in the civilian labor force category was

"For abrief discussion of the changes introduced into the censusin 1970, see U.S. Bureau
of the Census, Census of Population:1970, SUBJECT REPORTS, Final Report PC(2)-6A,
Employment Status and Work Experience, page | X.

8Appendix 2 highlights the differences between the 1990 and 2000 Census
guestionnaires. Several minor revisionsin the 1980s to the CPS questionnaire may have had the
effect of inflating the survey’ s unemployment estimates. An extensive revision to the CPS
guestions was implemented in 1994, when the survey replaced its paper-based collection
instrument with a computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) instrument.
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reflected in its obverse “not in labor force” category, for which the census count was 4.5
million higher than the CPS (6.4 percent of the CPS estimate), perhaps a consequence
of the greater ability of the CPS than of the census to probe for evidence of labor force
attachment.

e Thelabor force participation rate, the employment/population (E/P) ratio, and the
unemployment rate are well-known rel ative measures of employment status (see
definitions in the box “ Employment-Status Concepts’). How the census and the CPS
compare in these measuresis at |least as important for an understanding of the quality of
the data as the absolute measures in the above observations.

For 2000, the census labor force participation rate (64.9 percent) was 2.1 percentage points below
the CPS rate (67.0 percent); the census unemployment rate (5.8 percent) was 2.1 percentage
points higher than the CPS rate (3.7 percent); and the census E/P ratio (61.2 percent) was 3.4
percentage points below the CPS ratio (64.6 percent). Thus, even in relative measures, Census
2000 fell short of the CPS in measures of labor force and employment, and above the CPSin
measures of unemployment. Therelatively high leve of the census unemployment rateis
particularly noteworthy because the Census 2000 was conducted near the peak of the economic
expansion of the latter half of the 1990s, when one would expect unemployment rates to be low.

The Census 2000 datain Table 1 may be influenced by the anomalies in the employment datafor
individualsin group quarters, as discussed in Appendix 3. The datafor these individuals may
have incorrectly inflated the overall number of census unemployed people by around 500,000 and
incorrectly deflated the counts of people in the unemployed category and the not-in-labor-force
category by 250,000 each. The phenomenon had severe impacts on the labor force data--
particularly the unemployment rate--for some places, and it may account for as much as one-fifth
of the difference between the national census and CPS counts of unemployed.

Restricting the data for 2000 to people in households (see Table 1 in Appendix 3)
overcompensates by eliminating group quarters but shows that:

e The census unemployment rate drops to 5.2 percent (from 5.8 percent), whilethe CPS
rate stays a 3.7 percent, meaning that the gap in census-CPS unemployment rates for
people in households is 1.6 percentage points, compared with 2.1 percentage points for
all people.

e Thelabor force participation rates, the employment/population ratios, and their
respective census-CPS gaps were virtually the same for the household-only population
and for all people.



1.2 Historical comparisons of labor force and employment

The historical datain Table 1 help to put the previous observations in perspective. The Census
2000 undercounts in the “civilian labor force” and “employed” categories relative to CPS have a
long-standing history. This same relationship has been seen in the census back to 1950 (see
Figure 1, at end of the section on employment status). What is new for 2000 is the size of the
gaps (the differences between the census and the CPS as a percentage of the CPS), which are
larger than those for any post-1950 census. The Census 2000 employed gap is more than double
that of any post-1950 one, and the Census 2000 civilian labor force gap is nearly three times
greater than those in 1990 and 1980, but still smaller than the ggp in 1950.

The census-CPS employed gap decreased from 4.2 percent of the CPS count in 1950 to 0.9
percent in 1980, then increased in both 1990 and 2000 to its largest size of 5.3 percent. However,
their series of employment/population ratios remained relatively similar to each other until 2000,
when they diverged, indicating that Census 2000 found a smaller proportion of the population
working than did CPS (see Figure 2).

The census-CPS civilian labor force gap was approximately 5 percent in 1950, decreased to 2.3
percent in both 1960 and 1970, then to 1.1 percent in 1980 and 1990, but then jumped to 3.1
percent in 2000.

The datain Tables 2 and 3 are extracted from the historicd datain Table 1 to provide another
perspective on the census-CPS differences in civilian labor force and employment estimates in
2000. Table 2 shows that, until 2000, the census and CPS were fairly consistent in showing
faster growth of the civilian labor force than population. From 1990 to 2000 the CPS showed
continued faster growth of the civilian labor force (13.9 percent) than population (12.3 percent),
but the census showed faster growth in population (13.5 percent) than in the civilian labor force
(11.5 percent). This change reflects an increase in the census popul ation growth rate between
1990 and 2000 (11.8 percent to 13.5 percent) and a slight decline in the corresponding CPS rate
(12.9 percent to 12.3 percent).’

*The comparability of the 1990-2000 and 1980-1990 census-CPS differences in Table 2
is affected by the fact that the 1990 CPS figures reflect an adjustment for the estimated 1990
census undercount that is not present in the 1990 census figures. This one-sided adjustment
explains, for instance, why the 1990 CPS count of people 16 and over isabout two million
higher than the census count, even though the 1990 CPS data are based on 1990 census-based
population controls; the opposite directions taken by the respective 1990-2000 population growth
rates result in part from this disparity in 1990 population estimates.
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TEXT BOX: Census Questionnaire Changes: 1950-2000

Rk R R b b b b b SR b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b
The census introduced new employment questions and concepts in the 1970 census to conform
with the official government concepts of employment and unemployment instituted in January
1967. The 1970 and 1980 censuses used similar questions and concepts, which differ
considerably from those associaed with the 1950 and 1960 census.

For the 1990 census, the mgor change was the addition of the phrase “if one had been offered?”
at the end of the question, “Could this person have taken a job last week?.” The change was
made to conform with a change in the corresponding CPS question. The CPS found that, without
this phrase, people who were available to take ajob often mistakenly answered “no” to the
guestion because they assumed that they needed a job offer to answer “yes.” The effect of this
change in question wording in both the census and the CPS may have been to increase the
number of unemployed people at the expense of the “not in labor force” category. The 1990
census dso added two new questions to the journey-to-work suite of questions ( “What time did
this person usually leave home to go to work last week?’, and “ How many minutes did it usually
take this person to get from home to work last week?’) that indirectly increased the potential
amount of information available to the employment-classification process.

For Census 2000, several important changes in the labor force questions brought them into
conformity with the CPS, which was revised in 1994. The Census 2000 changes included:

(a) There was a substantial wording change in the initial |abor force question that had been the
same since 1970. The 1990 census question, “Did this person work at any time last week?’ was
changed in 2000 to read “ Last week, did this person do any work for either pay or profit?’ The
change was intended to €elicit a“no” response from people whose only work consisted of unpaid
volunteer activities.

(b) The question “How many hours did this person work last week at all jobs?” was dropped
from the census. It had been used in previous censuses to cassify people as employed even if
they answered “no” to the “(did this person) work last week” question.

(c) Respondents who did not work in the reference week were sent through afive-part question
concerning their attachment to thelabor force; this series was expanded from athree-part itemin
the 1990 census. The expansion was intended to gather more details about the recall-to-work
expectations of people on layoff from ajob.

See Appendix 2 for more information about changes to the Census 2000 employment questions.
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Not surprisingly, given the relationship between the “civilian labor force’” and the “ employed”
categories, the observations made for thedatain Table 2 aretrue for their counterpartsin Table
3, which shows the trends in (working-age) population versus employment growth.

Table 2. Comparison of Census and CPS Percent Changes in Population 16 Y ears Old and Over
and in Civilian Labor Force: 1960-2000

previous decade

previous decade

previous decade

Y ear Census CPS
Percent change | Percent change Percent change | Percent change
in population incivilianlabor | in population in civilian labor
16+ from force from 16+ from force from

previous decade

2000 13.5 115 12.3 13.9
1990 11.8 18.2 12.9 18.2
1980 21.9 30.5 22.6 28.8
1970 17.0 18.6 16.7 18.7
1960 11.6 16.0 114 12.3

Table 3. Comparison of Census and CPS Percent Changes in Population 16 Y ears Old and Over
and in Employment: 1960-2000

previous decade

decade

previous decade

Y ear Census CPS
Percent change | Percent change Percent change | Percent change
in population in employment in population in employment
16+ from from previous 16+ from from previous

decade

2000 13.5 121 12.3 158
1990 11.8 185 12.9 19.9
1980 21.9 275 22.6 25.7
1970 17.0 195 16.7 19.8
1960 11.6 15.7 114 132




1.3 Historical comparisons of unemployment

Prior to 1990, the census undercounted unemployed people relative to the CPS (See Figure 3).
The count of unemployed in the census began considerably below the CPS estimate in 1950 (22.8
percent), and remained below, though much closer, in the 1960, 1970, and 1980 censuses (gaps
of -4.2 percent, -1.5 percent, and -3.0 percent, respectively).” In 1990, however, the census
unemployed count surpassed the CPS count by 17.7 percent, and in 2000 by a very large 52.5
percent. An overview of unemployment rates from 1950-2000 reveals considerable between-
survey variations, especially in 1950 and 1990-2000 (see Figure 4).

Between 1990 and 2000, changes in the census labor force participation rate (Table 4) and the
employment/population ratio (Table 5) departed from historical trends, both within the census
itself and in relation to CPS. Since 1950, both measures have increased decade by decade until
2000, when the census measures fell and those of the CPS continued to rise.

Table 4. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Labor Force Participation
Rates: 1950-2000

Year Census CPS

Labor Force Percentage point | Labor Force Percentage point
Participation change from Participation change from
Rate prior decade Rate prior decade

2000 64.9 -1.2 67.0 0.9

1990 66.1 3.6 66.1 29

1980 62.5 4.1 63.2 31

1970 58.4 0.8 60.1 1.0

1960 57.6 2.2 59.1 0.5

1950 554 NA 58.6 NA

°The estimates of unemployed are not statistically different between the census and CPS
from 1960-1980.
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Table 5. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changes in Employment/Population

Ratios: 1950-2000

Year Census CPS
E/P Ratio Percentage point | E/P Ratio Percentage point

change from change from
prior decade prior decade

2000 61.2 -0.7 64.6 2.0

1990 61.9 35 62.6 3.6

1980 58.4 2.6 59.0 15

1970 55.8 12 57.5 15

1960 54.6 1.9 56.0 0.9

1950 52.7 NA 55.1 NA

1.4 Comparisons by Sex

Table 1 also shows the above comparisons by sex. For the most part, the observations made
previously for the total population apply to men and to women. For each sex, Census 2000
overestimated unemployment and underestimated the numbers employed and in the civilian labor
forcerelativeto CPS. The size of the gaps between the census and CPS measures were similar
regardless of sex.

Since 1970, with afew exceptions, the census-CPS gaps for the civilian labor force, employed,
and unemployed categories have not differed notably by sex (see Figures 1 and 3). In 1950 and
1960, the women’ s differences in the civilian labor force and employed categories were
considerably larger than the men’s, but the disparities narrowed considerably with time, dmost
vanishing in 1970, fluctuating somewhat in 1980 and 1990, and disappearing again in 2000.

Tables 6 and 7 show decade-by-decade changes in labor force participation rates for men and
women, for the census and the CPS. The direction of the trends in participation within each
group is the same in both surveys: the rates have steadily risen for women and fallen for men.
The magnitude of the changes are fairly consistent across surveys, although in 2000, the CPS rate
for women increased about four times the census rate.

11



Table 6. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Female Labor Force
Participation Rates: 1950-2000

Y ear Census CPS

Female Percentage point | Female Percentage point
Labor Force change from Labor Force change from
Participation prior decade Participation prior decade
Rate Rate

2000 58.3 0.7 60.1 29

1990 57.6 7.1 57.2 6.2

1980 50.5 8.6 51.0 7.8

1970 41.9 5.8 43.2 5.8

1960 36.1 59 374 4.4

1950 30.2 NA 33.0 NA

Table 7. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Male Labor Force
Participation Rates: 1950-2000

Y ear Census CPS

Mae Percentage point | Male Percentage point
Labor Force change from Labor Force change from
Participation prior decade Participation prior decade
Rate Rate

2000 72.2 -3.3 74.5 -14

1990 75.5 -0.3 75.9 -0.8

1980 75.8 -1.3 76.7 -25

1970 77.1 -4.2 79.2 -3.8

1960 81.3 -1.3 83.0 -2.8

1950 82.6 NA 85.8 NA

12




Tables 8 and 9 show employment/population ratios and decade-by-decade changes in the ratio
since 1950 for men and women. The within-sex trends in the ratios compare favorably across
surveys (see Figure 2) . The magnitudes of the changes were also similar across surveys, except
for the 1990-2000 change for women (3.6 percent in CPS and 0.9 percent in census) and the
1980-1990 and 1990-2000 changes for men (slight positive changes in CPS and negative changes

in census).

Table 8. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Female
Employment/Population Ratios. 1950-2000

Year Census CPS
Female Percentage point | Female Percentage point
E/P Ratio change from E/P Ratio change from
prior decade prior decade
2000 54.9 0.9 57.9 3.6
1990 54.0 6.7 54.3 6.7
1980 47.3 7.6 47.6 6.6
1970 39.7 5.6 41.0 5.5
1960 341 5.3 355 4.2
1950 28.8 NA 313 NA

Table 9. Comparison of Census and CPS Percentage-Point Changesin Male
Employment/Population Ratios. 1950-2000

Year Census CPS
Male Percentage point | Mae Percentage point
E/P Ratio change from E/P Ratio change from
prior decade prior decade

2000 68.1 -25 718 0.1

1990 70.6 -0.2 717 0.1

1980 70.8 -3.3 71.6 -4.5

1970 74.1 -3.1 76.1 -2.6

1960 77.2 -1.3 78.7 -1.7

1950 78.5 NA 80.4 NA
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1.5 Unemployment: A demographic per spective on CPS-census comparisons

Tables 10 through 13 focus on differences between the census and the CPS unemployment
estimates in 1990 and 2000, by demographic characteristics (sex, age, race/Hispanic origin, and
educational attainment) of the population.

(Tables 10 through 21 are shown at end of the employment section)

Table 10 looks at differences in counts of unemployed in 2000. Overall, as described above, the
census counted about 2.7 million more unemployed people than the CPS. Whatever the source
of this difference, its influence was not confined to any particular demographic group: the census
counts exceeded those for the CPS for dl the categories of the demographic variables shown in
the table. Table 11 shows data for 1990 corresponding to those in Table 10. Similar to the casein
2000, most of the 1990 census unemployment estimates by demographic category were higher
than those from the CPS.

Table 12 shows how the relative sizes of the census-CPS gaps displayed in Table 10 for 2000 by
demographic group compare with those for the 1990 census. Overall, the census 2000
unemployment estimate was about 53 percent higher than that for the CPS. Within the
demographic categories, the relative differences were also, with few exceptions, very high. Even
more disappointing, the rightmost column in Table 12 reveals that the census-CPS gaps widened
considerably for many demographic categories between the 1990 and 2000 censuses.

It isdifficult to see any obvious patternsin the datain Table 12 that might point to a source for
the wide census-CPS differences. By race, the gap for Whites was about half of that for Blacks
and Hispanics. One thing that is clear is that most demographic groups saw large increases in the
gap between censuses.

Table 13 compares census and CPS unemployment rates. Here again, the census rates were
higher, overall, and throughout the demographic groups, than the CPS rates. One encouraging
observation, however, does emerge from the data in the table: the patterns of the distribution of
census rates across the categories of each demographic variable are quite similar in shape to the
CPS patterns (see Figure 5). For example, the unemployment rates in both the census and the
CPS are highest for the youngest age group, fall steadily as the age of the group increases, then
rise slightly for the oldest age group. The census rate, however, at every step of itspatternis
higher than the corresponding step of the CPS pattern. The similarities of these patterns may be a
further indication that the forces at work in creating the census-CPS differences acted rather
uniformly throughout the population, so that levels were affected more than the inter-

rel ationships, which can be more critical .

“Thetide, so to speak, affected all the census boats to the same degree, so that their
heights remained the same relative to one another, if not with the CPS *dock.”
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1.6 Employment: CPS-census comparisons

Tables 14 and 15 use the same framework discussed in the above section on “unemployment” to
look at census-CPS comparisons of employment estimates by demographic groups.

Table 14 shows that, unlike the census—-CPS unemployment comparisons, where the census
estimates for all the demographic categories were higher than the CPS, the census employment
counts were usually well below their CPS counterparts. Overal, the CPS estimate was about 7
million persons greater than the census estimate. Except for the demographic group “65 years
and older,” and a few of the education groups, the census employment figureswere cons sently,
and often considerably, lower than the CPS estimates.

The overall census estimate of employment in the 1990 census, like that in 2000, was lower than
the CPS estimate, but the difference was much less — about 2.5 million (see Table 15). The 1990
census-CPS employment differences also had a different pattern across demographic groups than
that in 2000. In 1990, the census undercounts occurred primarily among men, and among the 16-
44 population.

The datain Table 16 show how the relaive differences between the census and the CPS
employment counts have changed between 1990 and 2000. Overall, the census-relative-to-CPS
underestimate of employment doubled from 2.1 percent of the CPS count in1990 to 5.3 percent
in 2000. With afew exceptions, the relative size of the census difference increased for the
demographic groups shown in the table. By sex, the difference for both sexes increased: 4
percentage points for women and 2.4 percentage points for men. Large changes occurred within
the racial and ethnic groupings. the Black undercount increased by 7.5 percentage points, the
Hispanic count by 6.5 points, and the White by 5.3 points.

Table 17 isthe counterpart of Table 13, with data for the employment/popul ation ratio replacing
the unemployment rate. Overall, the Census 2000 E/P ratio was 3.4 percentage points below the
CPS: 61.2 percent versus 64.6 percent. Throughout the age-race-sex-education categories, the
census ratio was, with only very minor exceptions, below the CPS ratio. For the age variable, the
census E/P ratios ranged from 0.6 percentage points for the 65-and-older population to 6.2 points
for people aged 25-34. For the race/Hispanic-origin categories, the census ratio for Blacks was
about 6 points below the CPS ratio, the Hispanic ratio about 10 percentage points below, and the
White ratio 3 points below. The educational-attainment categories do not seem to show any
obvious pattern, except that the census ratios were all lower than the CPS ones, mostly by around
2 percentage points.

Figure 6 contrasts the census and CPS patterns of E/P ratios across the categories of the
demographic variablesin Table 19. What was true in Figure 5 for unemployment ratesis also
revealed in Figure 6 for E/P ratios the shapes of the census and CPS distributions are remarkably
similar, though their absolute levels differ.
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1.7 State-level comparisons of unemployment in Census 2000 and the CPS

Employment and unemployment estimates for states and local areas are key indicators of local
economic conditions. Beginning in 1995, the CPS sample was redesigned to be a state-based
design from which it was possible to make direct estimates of the annua -average employment
and unemployment estimates for states.*” The underlying concepts and definitions of all labor
force datafor the states are consistent with those used at the national level. This section
compares census 2000 data for states with estimates from the CPS. These comparisons suffer,
probably to a much greater extent than the national-level estimates, from the differences in the
time frames of the comparison surveys. The census, as mentioned above, reflects economic
conditions that prevailed in the first half of 2000 (especially the months of March, April, and
May), while the annual-average datain this section reflect an average of conditions prevailing
over the course of the entire year. The difference in time frames for the estimates introduces
uncertainty in the interpretation of the results and puts a cautionary shadow on any indications or
observations based on the analysisin this section.

Table 18 compares the census and the CPS counts of unemployed people by state. For many
states, the census counts are greater than the CPS counts (for 12 states there was no statistically
significant difference between the census and CPS number of unemployed). For the larger states,
the absolute differences are substantial. For example, the census found 275,000 more
unemployed people in Californiathan the CPS did; other large differences were seen for Florida
(131,000), Michigan (102,000), New Y ork (221,000), and Texas (155,000) . The relative size of
the differences (that is, the differences as percentages of the CPS estimates) are aso large: the
census estimates are generdly athird to a half larger than the CPS estimates. (For example, the
census figure for Connecticut is more than double the CPS figure.)

Table 19 compares unemployment rates by state. The censusrates, not surprisngly given the data
above, tend to be higher than the CPS rates (although 12 states were not statistically different).
The average difference between the two is 2.1 percentage points. Figure 7 shows the census and
CPS differences in unemployment rates by state. The census rate is always above the CPS rate,
with greater differences for states with smdler populations.

2Under a Federal-state cooperative program, the Bureau of Labor Statistics makes
monthly estimates of the civilian labor force and unemployment for 6,950 areas, including states,
counties, metropolitan areas, and cities of 25,000 or more. While the CPS is not large enough to
producereliable state monthly estimates, the estimates are produced using signal-plus-noise time
series models that combine current and historical data from the CPS, the Current Employment
Statistics Program, and data from state unemployment insurance systems. Tha method assistsin
producing estimates that reflect each state’ s individual economy.
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1.8 State-level comparisons of employment in Census 2000 and the CPS

Table 20 compares the census and the CPS counts of employed people by state. The census
counts are lower than the CPS counts primarily in larger states (although the table shows all
states with more CPS employed people than census, for 32 states the two estimates were not
statisticdly different). For example, the censusfound 1.3 million fewer employed in California
than the CPS did; other large differences occurred for Florida (525,000), Illinois (411,000),
Michigan (351,000), and Texas (716,000) . Most of the relative differences are also large: on
average, the census figures are about 5 percent below the CPS figures. (For California, the census
figure was 8 percent below the CPS estimate.)

Table 21 compares E/P ratios by state. The census ratios tend to be lower than the CPS ratios
(although for 21 states there was not statistically significant difference). The average difference
was 3.2 percentage points. Again, the census and CPS distributions of E/P ratios are generally
similar, with the census profile below the CPS profile at corresponding points (see Figure 8).

1.9 Conclusons

At the national and state levels, Census 2000 estimates of employment and unemployment
differed substantially from comparable estimates from the Current Population Survey. In a
historicd context, the gap in 2000 between census and CPS unemployment estimates represents
a continuation and enlargement of a development that began in the 1990 census; the 2000 gap in
employment estimates stands out as the largest since the 1950 census. The Census 2000-CPS
differences were spread widely across the categories of the age-race-sex-educational groups
examined here. The employment and unemployment census-CPS gaps at the national level were
reflected at the state level, for both absol ute and rd ative measures (unemployment rates and E/P
ratios). One encouraging finding is that the census-CPS differences in 2000 appear to be morein
levels than in the internal demographic or geographic relationships of each.

The previous discussion presented the results of a descriptive andysis of census and CPS data.
To understand the factors behind these results, more penetrating kinds of analysis, particularly
studies at the micro level, are needed. Understanding why the census-CPS differencesin 2000
exist is especialy important, as is knowing why they stand out so starkly from historical
precedents. Studies are underway to examine and quantify the contributions of some of the many
factors that could have produced them.*®

3 Preliminary results from research using the 2000 CPS-Census match file suggests that
refining the employment questions and editing and imputation procedures may significantly
improve the employment data collected in a census-like context, but producing accurate
unemployment data in the context will likely remain a challenge.
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The following lists the kinds of research that will continue, or may be pursued as funding and
staff resources are avalable.

e Useof the2000 CPS-census match file, and investigation of whether matching to
Internal Revenue Service tax returnsisfeasible, in order to do exact-match studies;

e Useof modeling techniques to explore the potential impacts of changes to the census
guestions or procedures on gaps between census and CPS estimates;

e Researchinto the impact of errorsin the CPS or population-coverage differences
between the census and the CPS;

e Research into how methods used to weight the census and CPS data to population totals
may affect observed differences between the two estimates,

e Researchinto how differencesin editing and imputation procedures may contributeto
the CPS-census differences;

*  Assessment of census estimates for geographic areas below the state level by comparing
with small-area estimates from BLS;

e Research into new census edit and imputation procedures,

e Research into the anomalies in the Census 2000 data for people who lived in group
guarters (a) by analyzing data for the household population only; and (b) by inspecting
the OCR (Optical Character Recognition) images of the filled-out ICR forms that will
become available in 2006 after the archiving process in completed.

A compelling reason for pursuing this research is that employment data in the American
Community Survey (ACS) are collected using the same questions and processing methods that
were used in Census 2000. A better understanding of factors that may have contributed to
possible census biases can help to remove potential sources of biasin the ACS.
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Detailed tables for Employment Status
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Table 1. Comparison of Employment S$@tus by Sex Between the Census and the Cument Population

Surwey: 1950-2000, United State s, Total

[Civilian noninstitutional population))

Charactenistic Census Estimate April CPS Estimate Difference  |Difference  [Percentage
Mumber Percant |Humber Parcent of census as a percent [point
(thiou =) ithaous) from CP5 of CP5 differan oz
(thous)
2000
Population 16 wears and ower 212 034 100.0 212018 100.0 16 0.0 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 137 A9 .9 142,138 &7.0 -5 9 B 21
Employed 129 722 61.2 136827 G 5 -F205 53 3.
Unerm ployged To47 3T 5212 1.4 IT35 525 1.3
Percent of Cidlian Labor Forea 5.3 37 21
Mot in labor farce 4365 34541 G957Y 330 4406 6.4 21
hiales 16 wears and ower 101512 i00.0 101 667 i00.0 -144 0.2 0.0
Civilian Labor Force T3R5 Ti2 TA7E To.5 -249 6 233 -13
Employed 69 091 681 T3 006 1.8 -3915 5.4 B
Unerm ployged 4,184 4.1 2076 1T 1418 1.1 1.4
Perceant of Civlian Labor Forca 57 37 2.0
Mot in labor frce 28 216 irs 25586 255 2340 a.0 2.3
Females 16 years and ower 110 522 i00.0 110351 100.0 171 0.z 0.0
Civilian Labor Force G4 383 853 G357 G0.1 -197 4 =30 -14
Employed G0 G20 a4.9 G32821 A4 BEvieR | BN -3
Unemployed ol 34 2436 2.2 1317 54.1 1.2
Parcznt of Civlian Labor Foree 5.8 ar 21
Mot in labor farce 45,139 4.7 43804 9.4 2145 4.9 1.4
1940
Papulation 16 wears and awer 186 288 100.0 188 7rve 100.0 -1840 -1.0 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 123 4745 GG 124837 G -1362 -1.1 -0.1
Employed 15 gz 61.49 e zie 626 -2536 21 -0.7
Unerm ployged Toras 4.2 G A0 34 1173 177 o.r
Perceant of Civlian Labor Force 6.3 53 1.0
Mot in labor frce 63413 338 i 841 34 528 0.8 0.1
hiale s 16 wears and ower 8o TaT 100.0 an 181 100.0 BEYE! -1.6 0.0
Civilian Labor Force Gfi 987 ThA 63 423 a4 S35 2 -0.4
Employed G2 705 V0.6 fid i1 .y -1946 -3.0 -1.0
Unemployed 4 282 4.8 3072 4.2 510 1345 0.6
Percent of Civlian Labor Foree .4 5.4 0.a
Mot in labor frce 21770 245 21758 241 12 0. 0.
Females 16 years and ower a8 131 100.0 93 547 100.0 -6 6 -0.5 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 56 488 a7 56 414 572 T 0. 0.3
Employed a1 47T ad.0 A3 56T a3 =540 -1 -0.3
Unerm ployged KRR 36 2847 | G4 pricii] 0.y
Percant of Civlian Labor Force 6.2 5.0 1.2
Mot in labor farce 4 42 42 .4 42 183 42 8 540 1.3 -0.3
1380
Population 16 wears and ower 167 190 100.0 167 1497 100.0 -7 o0 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 104 450 fz.5 105 592 632 =114z -1 -0.7
Employed a7 fi3a a8 .4 03 5649 54.0 -az0 -0.48 -0
Unemployed G610 4.1 s 4.2 213 =30 -0
Percent of Civlian Labor Foree 6.5 6.7 0.2
Mot in labor fance 62 740 ara 61 A0 36.8 1136 1.8 o.r
hiale s 16 wears and ower O 0E0 i00.0 749,140 i00.0 -G0 0.1 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 00 926 ThE GO A7 8 TE.7 A2 -1.2 -04
Employed A6 05 V0.8 56 G326 T1E -G -1 -0.7
Uniem ployge d 3R22 5.0 o4 043 5.1 -121 =30 -0.1
Percznt of Civlian Labor Foree 6.5 6.7 0.2
Mot in labor farce 19,163 4.2 18462 praciie] 691 a7 0.4
Females 16 years and ower .10 100.0 28 056 00.0 e 0.1 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 44 523 A0.5 44014 51.0 =381 0.4 -0.5
Employed 41 i35 4r.3 41 833 47 6 198 0.7 -0.4
Unemplayed Tpe0 33 2020 14 a1 -3 -0.1
Percznt of Civlian Labor Foree G6.45 6.6 0.1
Mot in labor frce 43 58T 495 43 142 49.0 445 1.0 0.5
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Table 1 {continued) Companson of Employment $tats by Sex Between the Census and the Current Population

Survey: 1950- 2000, United Statas, Toml

[Civilian noninstitutional papulation)

Characte nistic Census Edimate FApril CPS Estimate Difference  |Difference  |Persentage
Mumber Percent |Mumber Percent |ofoensus as a3 percent |point
ithou =) thous) from CPS of CPS differan =
(thousy
1970
Population 16 wears and awer 137,133 iooo 136,416 000 77 05 0.0
Ciuilian Labor Force a0 051 584 81,960 601 -19049 23 1.7
Emplowed T 554 558 T 408 ir A 1854 24 -1.F
Unemploye d 3487 26 3,552 5 -65 15 -0.1
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 4.4 43 0.1
Mat in labor frce A7 paz 415 G 466 jei= | 2626 48 1.7
hiale= 16 years and ower fid 265 o000 63 851 o000 34 0A 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 44 5449 77 A0 66T yaz 1118 22 -2
Emplowed 47 fizd T 5 B85 T 1062 22 -3
Unemplowe d 1026 3.0 1881 KR -65 ] -0.1
Percent of Civlian Labor Force a4 38 0.0
Mat in labor frce 14 716 128 13,284 08 1432 1048 21
Femalas 16 wears and ower Ti8G8 iooo V2465 o000 403 05 0.0
Ciulian Labor Force 30 502 414 31,283 432 B 25 13
Emplowed 28 830 aar 28,722 410 -raz 27 1.3
Unem plowe d 1572 b 1.571 by 1 o1 0.0
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 52 50 0.z
Mat in I1abor frce 42 266 581 4 172 56 & 1184 28 1.3
1360 *
Population 16 wears and ower 117,257 o000 116,910 1000 347 0z 0.0
Ciwlian Labor Force 67 502 ATA 69,057 591 -1555 pra] 1.4
Emplowed fid 047 S f G5 460 56 0 -1403 -2 1.4
Unemploye d 3455 bt ] 3607 31 -152 -4 2 o1
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 51 52 0.1
Mat in labor ©rce 44 F&5 424 47 853 408 1902 40 1.5
hiale s 16 years and ower 55 747 iooo 55 512 000 2135 04 0.0
Cinlian Labor Force 45 3049 813 45,072 230 -TE3 17 1.7
Emplowed 43 D46 vz <3 580 Taxr -G 15 -1.4
Uniem ploye d 2263 4.1 2,392 43 -129 54 -0.2
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 5.0 52 0.2
Mat in labor frce 10 4349 187 9,440 170 949 106 1.7
Females 16 wears and ower 61 510 ooo 61,398 ioono 112 oz 0.0
Civilian Labor Force 22,193 361 22 985 ar 4 -7 az 34 -1.4
Emplowed 21001 KL 21,770 A -Th9 34 -1.3
Unemploye d 1,192 148 1,215 0 =23 -14 0.0
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 5.4 53 0.1
Mat in labor frce M7 G634 3843 G2 A ang 14 1.4
1950
Population 16 wears and ower 106,038 ioon 104,943 000 a5 0.1 o.n
Ciwlian Labor Force A% 201 G844 61,477 58 A -3V ] -32
Employwed 55 374 527 a7.812 551 -2438 -4 3 -4
Unem ploye d 1528 27 3,665 35 897 -128 -0.8
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 4.4 G0 141
Mat in labor frce 46 536 44 43 466 414 370 TE 3.2
hiale= 16 years and ower 50 15 1000 50,808 1000 -143 -04 0.0
Ciwlian Labor Force 41 a4 Q16 43,593 gh a8 -804 -4.1 -32
Employwed 34720 785 40,873 a0 4 -11453 28 R
Unem ploe d 2070 4.1 2,720 54 -660 22348 -1.3
Percent of Civlian Labor Force A0 62 1.2
Matin labor free 8825 174 7214 142 610 123 32
Females 16 wears and ower A 423 000 54,135 000 288 0s oo
Ciulian Labor Force 16412 302 17,884 330 -1472 B2 -24
Emplowed 15 b4 88 16,939 a3 -1285 T h -1
Unemploye d ThE 1.4 045 17 -187 -19.8 -0.4
Percent of Civlian Labor Force 4.6 53 0.7
Mot in labor #ree 38011 Goa 36,251 Gr 0 TE0 44 2.4




Table 10, Comparizon of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Unemployment Counts by Selected

Characteristics: United States, Total

[Civilian non4nstitutional population)
Mumbers in thouzands

Characteristic Censds 2000 E stim ate Agril 2000 CPS E stimate Differencs

Mum ber S0-percent Mumber A0-percent [Cenzus 2000
confidence confidence minuz CPS)
interval (+i-) interval [+

UHEMPLOYED POPULATION 747 10 5212 203 2735

16 YE ARS AHD OVER

Total

Sex

Male 4194 7 2776 146 1,418

Female 3,753 7 2435 131 1,317

Age

16t019 1475 4 045 a4 529

20t0 24 1467 4 044 ay 523

25to 34 1,624 5 1124 a5 500

Jatod4 1,552 g 1,136 a5 416

45to 54 1,075 4 E49 73 426

S5toEd 455 3 297 49 188

B5 years and over 270 2 116 31 154

Raceand

Higpanic

origin

W hite 4043 a 3544 175 1,099

Black 1,698 5 1,052 a4 Gdh

Hispanic origin 1,372 4 873 86 439

UHEMPLOYED POPULATION

25 YEARS AHD OVER

Total S 006 a 3323 163 1683

EDUCATIOHAL ATTAINMEHT

Less than high school diploma 1,434 4 T36 rird Eaa

High =chool graduates, no college 1576 4 1,238 100 338

Less than a bachelar's degree 1,293 4 a47 a3 446

College gradustes T03 3 502 G4 201
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Table 1. Comparizon of Census 1990 and April 1990 CP S Unem ployment C ounts by Selected
Characteriztics: United States, Total

[Civilian non-institutional population)

Mumbets in thouzands

Characteristic 1930 Census Estimate April 1990 CP S Estim ate Difference
I L ber 90-percent ML ber 90-percent [Census 2000
confidence confidence minuz CRS)
interval [+5-) interval [+/-)
UHEMPLOYED POPULATIOH 7,792 10 6620 28 1172
16 YE ARS AHND OVER
Total
Sex
lale 4 282 ] 3772 162 510
Female 351 7 2547 136 G664
Age
161019 1,212 4 1,042 o4 170
20 to 24 1,374 4 1316 939 558
251034 2,204 =] 1,865 117 339
35tod4 1473 4 1,243 96 230
45 to 54 853 3 G671 71 182
25 to 64 494 3 373 23 121
BE5S vears and over 181 2 110 29 A
Raceand
Hispanic
Origin
WWhite 5,288 ] 4935 191 283
Black 1,687 5 1,395 103 282
Hispanic arigin 1,040 4 G7s Fi=] 165
UHEMPLOYED POPULATIOH
25 YEARS AHD OVER
Total 5,206 g A M2, Mol
EDUCATIOHAL ATTAINMENT
Less than high achoal diploma 1,630 a A& I & M &,
High school graduates, no colleg 1,733 5 M A, I 2, Y
Less than a bachelors degree 1,237 4 A A, M A&,
College graduates Sar 3 I A (LY M &,
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Takle 12. Comparizon of Census 2000 f April 2000 CP S Percent Differences and 12390 Censuss
1990 CPS Percent Differences in Unemployment Courts by Selected
Characteristics: United States, T otal

[Civilian non4dnstitutional population)

Characteristic Census 20000 April 2000 1990 Census! April 1930 Difference

CP= Unemploym ent CPE Unem plovim ent [&-k

Estimates Estimates

Difference 904percent Difference S0-percent

a3 a percent confidence &% a percent confidence

of CPS interval (+/-) of CPS interval (+1-)

egtimate () eztimate (kb
UHEMPLOYED POPULATIOHN o235 46.9-58 .5 1771 141-216 348
16 YEARS AHD OVER
Total
Sex
Male 21.] 43,5292 135190154 ITE
Female 54 1| 46.5-B2 .5 2331179293 07
Age
1610189 25 4| 43.6-70 6 16.3] 5.0-26 1 386
20to24 54427707 4.4) (263126 1.0
25to 34 44 5] 33.6-57 3 1821115258 253
S tod4 66| 54-458 15.5] 10.3-251 181
45 to 54 EaE| 49,4854 2154417 e
S5toE4 E3.3] 41.0-04 4 32411687534 w04
BS vears and over 132 8] 850-2153 B45]31.7-121.0 BS .2
Race and
Hispanic
Origin
White 2EE| 232345 59)21-989 27
Black E1 4| 45.6-76.7 208]113.0-30.2 405
Hispanic origin 572 435738 189195300 ol
UHEMPLOYED POPULATIOHN
25 YEARS AHD OVER
Total SOE| 43.8-58.2 A M, MA
EDUCATIOHAL ATTAIHMEHNT
Lessthan high school diploma 94 8| /6.9-117.0 A, M A, A
High =chool graduates, no colleg 27 3| 18.2-358.0 2, A, M A
Les=than a hachelor's degree 527 39.5-68.7 (VLY M & B A
College gradustes 4001 24.7-59 .8 P& M B A

24




Table 13, Compatizon of Census 2000 and April 2000 CP S Unemployn ent Bates by Selected

Characteristics: United States, T otal

[(Zivilian non-nstitutional population))

Characteristic Censugz 2000 Estimate Aaril 2000 CP S E stimate F ercentage-
Unem ployment90-percent nem plnymen’da O-percent point
Rate confidence Rate confidence Difference
[&] irterval (+0-1 [k irteral (+5-1 |(a-k0
POPULATIOH 16 a5 0.01 37 014 21
YEARS AHD OVER
Total
Sex
Male 57 0.01 3T 014 20
Female 55 0.01 3T 020 24
Age
1Et019 18E 0.05 12.0 1.04 EE
20to 24 108 0.03 B.7 0ED 39
25t0 34 52 0.01 34 028 1.5
Jotod4 43 0.01 3.0 025 1.3
45t0 54 3E 0.01 2.1 023 15
S5toEd 35 0.0z 241 034 1.4
BS years and over 58 0.04 2.7 oya 31
Race and
Higpanic
origin
White 45 0.01 3.2 015 1.4
Black 118 0.03 B.5 nsa 51
Higgaanic arigin 9.3 0.03 2.3 0sz 4.0
POPULATIOHN 25 YEARS
AHD OVER
Total 4.3 0.01 2.8 014 15
EDUCATIONAL ATTAIHMENT
Lessthan high school diploma 9.9 0.03 2.9 0ED 4.0
High school graduates, no collegs 5.0 0.0 3.2 026 1.8
Lessthan a bachelor's degres 36 0.0 2.6 025 1.0
College gradustes 2.0 0.0 1.4 o1r 0e
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Table 14, Camparizon of Census 2000 and April 2000 CPS Employment Counts by Selected
Characteristics: United States

[Civilian non-institutional population]

Mumbers inthousands

Characteristic Census 2000 E stim ate April 2000 CPS Estimate  [Difference

Mumber 90-percent  [Mumber 90-percent |(Census 2000
confidence confidence  |minuz CPX)
interval [+ interval (+/-]

EMPLOYED POPULATIOHN 120 722 i 136 927 426 -F205

16 YEARS AHD OVER

Total

Sex

M ale E9,091 27 73,006 21 -3015

Female 60630 25 G3.921 318 -3291

Age

16to 14 B 455 q EJES 157 -510

20to 24 12,434 13 13,067 229 B33

2510 34 29316 19 M 963 338 -2647

3510 44 34 962 20 36,514 355 -1452

4510 54 2B EY2 19 023 332 -1 550

5510 64 13,513 13 13,997 236 -484

G5 years and aver 4 369 g 4180 133 1749

Race and

Higzpanic

Origin

White 102,325 30 114 567 456 12242

Black 13,002 13 15100 194 -2098

Hizpanic arigin 13,348 13 15 667 125 -2319

EMPLOYED POPULATIOHN

25 YEARS AND OVER

Total 110,532 30 116 895 454 -GO63

EDUCATIOHAL ATTAIHMENT

Less than high school diplom a 13,033 13 11 674 217 1359

High zchool graduate s, no callegy 29 651 19 Ir 026 3589 -7 375

Less than a bachelor's degree 24 357 20 32033 340 2354

College graduates 33,761 20 36,162 356 -2401
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Table 15. Compatizon of 1930 Cenzsus and Aphl 1990 CPS Emploved Counts by Selected
Characterigtics: United States

[Civilian non-institutional population)

Characteriztic 1990 Cenzus E tim ate Aaril 1990 CPS Estimate  |Difference
M Lt ber S0-percent  |Mumber A0-percent  |[(Census 2000
rthous) confidence  [(thous) confidence  |minus CRS)
interval [+ interval [+
EMPLOYED POPULATIOH 115 E&1 30 118,215 4354 -2537
16 YEARS AHD OVER
Total
SEX
Male G2, 705 26 54,651 327 -1946
Female 52977 24 53,567 351 -590
Age
161019 5,543 ) G 405 152 -565
201024 12 367 13 13,155 220 -7as
251034 33,071 20 34,049 334 -a7s
Jotod4 28 966 19 30,655 320 714
45 to 54 19,567 16 19,3585 263 182
SS5to B4 11 272 12 11,0749 203 193
ES years and over 3,545 i 3,456 116 133
Raceand
Hispanic
Origin
i hite 95 238 29 101,710 442 -5472
Black 11 408 12 12,186 208 778
Hispranic origin 5952 11 9,746 175 514
EMPLOYED POPULATIOHN
25 YEARS AHND OVER
Total o7 472 il RS M &, S
EDUCATIOHAL ATTAIMMENT
Less than high achoal diploma 14 759 14 MM &, MM &, &
High school graduates, no college 28 954 19 M, M, &
Less than & bachelor's degree 28 268 18 P&, P&, A,
College graduates 25511 13 M, M, A,
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Table 16. Comparizon of Census 2000 and April 2000 CP S Percent Differences and 19390 Censaus and 1990

CPS Percent Differences in Employment Counts by Selected Characteristics: United States

[Civilian non4dnstitutional population)

Characteristic C ensus 20000 April 2000 1990 Censusd Aoril 1990 Difference

CPS Employnent CP= Employment [a-k

E stim ates Estimates

Drifference 90-percent Difference a0 -percent

as apercent |confidence az & percent  |confidence

of CP = interval (+/-] |[of CP S interval (+/-]

edimate (a) egtimate (b))
POPULATIOHN 16 53|55 50 211 -25,-1.8 =32
YEARS AHD OVER
Total
Sex
Male SA4l57, 50 -30[-35,-26 24
Female 51|56, 47 AA( 17,058 40
Age
1Eto19 73892, 53 88| -108,-57 15
20to24 4854, 32 B0 T4, 45 1.1
25t0 34 83|92 74 -28(-38,-2.0 54
Jatod4 -43-51,-34 S23-35,-1.4 -20
45t0 54 S52|-61,42 0ol -03,22 -£.1
S5toEd -35|-504149 1710035 5.2
B5 years and over 43112, 75 40| 08,74 03
Race and
Higpanic
Origin
W hite 07 110,104 54| -9.8,-5.0 -5.3
Black 391149, 428 B4 -70 449 -T5
Hizpanic arigin 148|154, 142 8.3 -85, 6.7 £5
POPULATIOHN 25 YEARS
AHD OVER
Total 52|55 45 E LS M A
EDUCATIONAL ATTAIHMEHNT
Less than high school diploma 11 6|97, 136 &, LY M &,
High school graduates, no college -19.49(-206,-19.2 M & LY M &,
Lessthan a bachelor's degree 73|63, 84 M & M & M &
College graduates EEl-T5 58 A&, P M A,
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Table 17. Comparizon of Census 2000 and April 2000 CP S Employm ent/P opulation R atios by Selected Characteristics:

United =tates

[Civilian non-institutional population)

Characteristic Censuz 2000 E fimate April 2000 CP S E stimate F ercentage-
Em ploym ents 90 -percent E m ploytn ents 90 percent point
FPopulstion R atio [confidence F opulation R atio [confidence D ifference
(3l interval (+/-1 (k) interval (+/-1  |(a-hb]
EMPLOYMEHNT/POPULATION RATIOS
POPULATIOH 16 61.2 0.01 G456 022 -3.4
YEARS AHND OVER
Total
Sex
Male E5A noz 718 040 3.7
Female 549 0oz 574 040 -3
Age
161019 412 .05 436 112 2.3
2040 24 EYS .04 720 0EQ 41
251034 76.2 003 824 040 £.2
35tod4 Farid 0oz G245 037 4.5
45 to 54 77 003 811 042 41
SSto B4 5E.3 004 580 0EE 4.7
ES yearzand over 131 ooz 125 0.3a 0E
Raceand
Hispanic
Origin
White G624 0.01 651 032 2.7
Black 555 004 G1.4 0493 54
Hispanic arigin S6.4 0.oan EE.1 naz a7
EMPLOYMEHT/POPULATIOH RATIOS
POPULATIOHN 25 YEARS
AHD OVER
Total 622 0.01 G657 023 3.4
EDUCATION AL ATTAIMMENT
Leszs than high achool diploma 381 0oz 40E 0ED 2.4
High school graduates, no college 282 0os G227 0.41 4B
Less than a bachelor's degree 703 ooz 7241 044 1.8
College gradusates 7E.5 ooz 792 039 2.4
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Table 18, Comparizon of Cenzsus 2000 and 2000 CP S Unemployment Countz by State

[Civilian non4dnstitutional population)

Mum bers inthousands

Slate Census 2000 Estim ate 2000 CPS Estimate Drifference Difference
Mutn ber Olpercent  [Mumber Q0-percent  [(Census 2000 Jas a percent
[thou =) confidence  [ithous) confidence |minus CRS)  JofCRS
interval (+/- irterval [+-1fithous)

United States 7047 10.2 5693 1372 2254 3896
Aabama 127 1.3 a7 15.2 30 3048
Maska 25 0.6 ey g5 7 333
Arizona 133 1.5 a5 163 35 357
Arkansas 7E 1.0 55 137 21 ag8z2
Califomia 1,110 4.4 G535 53.3 275 324
Colorado a9 1.2 G5 148 34 223
Connecticut a3 1.2 40 M7 53 1325
Delaware el 0.6 16 7.4 5 313
District of Colum bia 32 0.5 17 7.5 15 5.2
Florida 412 2.5 2 Mo 131 4EE
Georgia 223 1.9 156 231 BY 424
Hamwaii 36 0.5 25 9.2 11 44.0
ldaho T o7 32 105 5 158
[linaiz 375 2.3 281 iy | a4 335
Indiana 153 1.6 100 155 a3 530
| g BS 0.9 4 118 24 585
Kanzsas 58 0.9 52 13.3 & 115
Hentucky 109 1.2 &1 166 25 346
Louiziana 145 1.4 111 19.5 35 315
fEine ichl 0.6 24 o1 7 292
faryland 129 1.4 107 191 22 206
Massachusetts 151 1.6 [t 173 B3 716
Michigan 285 2.0 183 250 102 557
hinnesota 109 1.2 =) 17 6 15 198
fi==i ==ippi 94 1.1 74 1548 20 2rn
hizzoun 149 1.4 102 187 47 461
fontana 29 0.6 24 a1 5 208
Mebraska 32 0y 25 9.5 4 14.3
Mevada B2 1.0 42 12.0 20 47 E
MewH ampshire 26 0e 149 g1 7 368
Mew Jersey 243 2.0 160 254 a3 514
ey b exico =] 0.9 42 12.0 15 428
fewy ork B40 3.2 419 M 221 527
Morth Caralina 25 1.7 150 226 65 433
Morth Dakota 15 0.4 11 5.1 4 364
Crhi 283 2.0 233 22 50 25
Oklahoma a7 11 51 13.2 35 JOE
Cregon 113 1.2 s 17 .3 25 284
Pennsywania 339 21 251 293 a5 3541
Fhode lsland 30 07 2 87 g 364
South Caroling 113 1.4 7o 16.0 35 507
South D akota 17 0.5 9 55 3 a4
Tennessae 154 1.6 110 19.4 44 40.0
Texas 586 31 441 il 155 351
Ltah o5 0.9 37 1.2 15 456
“enn ont 14 0.4 10 5.8 4 400
“Arginia 151 1.6 74 16 .4 72 911
Washington 186 1.7 1549 233 27 17.0
West Virginia ] 0.9 45 124 13 2a84
Wisconsin 134 1.3 105 1848 249 27TE
0T T 13 0.4 10 5.8 3 30.0
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Table 19, Comparizon of Census 2000 and 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates by State

[Civilian non-institutional population)

State C ensus 2000 Estimate 2000 CPS Estim ate Difference
Unemploy- |904ercent  |Unemploy- [90-percent |(Census 2000
ment Rate  |[confidence  |ment Rate  |[confidence |minus CPS)

interval [+5-] irterval [+5-]

United States 5.4 0.0 3T 0.o9 21
Aabama 6.2 0.08 4.5 0.E3 1.7
Alaska a0 04 B.7 254 23
Arizona 56 0.08 4.0 n7a 1E
Arkansas 6.1 0.08 4.4 1.07 1.7
Californiz 7.0 0.03 4.9 0.31 241
Colorado 43 0.05 2.8 0E3 15
Connecticut 53 0.0y 22 0E4 341
Delaware 5.2 014 3.9 1.75 1.3
Driztrict of Colum bia 10.8 0.24 St 243 51
Florida 56 0.0z 36 0.9 20
Georgia 55 0.05 37 054 15
Hawaii E.3 013 4.3 1.54 20
|ddabo 58 011 4.9 1.5E 09
IHirois G0 0.04 4.3 046 17
Indizna 449 0.05 3.2 058 1.7
[atnr] 42 0.08 26 074 16
Wanzas 42 0.08 37 IR=)c: 05
kentucky a7 0.08 4.1 ns2 16
Louvisiana 7.3 0.o¥ 5.4 0483 1.9
Mazine 48 0.09 3.5 1.29 1.3
Mz dand 4.7 0.05 3.8 0ET 09
Mazzachusetts 4 5 0.05 26 0.51 2.0
Michiczn 55 0.04 3.5 047 23
Minnesota 4.1 0.04 3.3 0E2 0s
Mizsiszippi 74 0.09 5.6 116 15
Mi==s0uri 8.3 0.05 3.4 0.51 19
M ortanE B3 013 5.0 1.85 13
Mebrazka 36 0.o7 3.0 1.03 0E
Mevadsa G2 0.0 4.0 1.11 22
MewHampshire 38 0.0s 2.8 116 1.0
Mewy Jersey 58 0.0= s 053 21
e bl Exico 7.3 0.1 5.0 1.38 2.3
ey S ork 7.1 0.03 4.6 040 25
Motth Carolina 51 0.04 36 ns3 17
Motth Dakata 45 011 3.0 1.70 1E
Chio a0 0.03 4.0 045 1.0
Oklahoma 2.3 0.08 31 (1= 22
Oregon E5 0.o7 4.9 093 1E
Pennsyvania 57 0.0z 4.1 04y 16
Rhode |sland 56 013 4.1 157 1.5
South Cardling 28 0.o7 3.8 (Ifrg= 21
South Dakota 4.4 013 2.3 1.37 24
Tennessee 55 0.05 39 0E7¥ 16
Texas 6.1 0.03 4.2 0.36 19
tah 50 0.0 3.3 naos 1.7
Werm ont 42 0.11 249 1.70 y [
Yirginia 42 0.04 2.2 045 20
Washington 6.2 0.0 5.2 074 1.0
e st Virginia i 011 55 1.48 1.8
Wi zconsin 4.7 0.05 3.6 0E3 11
Wyoming 5.3 016 3.9 218 1.4
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Table 20, Comparizon of Cenzus 2000 and 2000 CP S Employnent Countz by State

[Civilian non4dnstitutional population)

State Census 2000 E stim ate 2000 CP S Estimate Difference Difference
M Ut ber S0-percent MLt ke 90-percent [(Census 2000 |as a percent
(thous) confidence (thous) confidence minus CPSY  [of CPS
irterval [+i-] irterval (+i-1  |thous)

U nited States 129 722 Ky 136,926 413 -F204 5.3
Mabama 1,920 5 2,043 106 -123 £.0
Maska 282 2 297 40 -15 51
Arizona 2,233 B 2,382 114 -1449 £.3
Arkanzas 1173 4 1,207 &1 -34 28
California 14719 16 16,049 284 -1330 8.3
Colorado 2,205 5 2,286 112 -a1 35
Connedicut 1 G664 5 1,744 a5 -0 46
Delaware Krird 2 400 47 -23 R
District of Colum biz 2B3 2 293 40 =30 0.2
Florida E 095 10 7.520 200 -525 0
Georgia 3,540 g 4 095 144 -255 £.2
H il 538 3 SEE SE -28 419
|k 599 3 E25 | -26 42
[linoi= 5,533 4 G244 183 -411 £6
Indiana 2865 7 3,020 128 -55 1.8
| g 1,490 4 1,545 oz -58 3.7
Kanzaz 1,36 4 1,357 g5 -41 =30
Hentucky 1,795 5 1,907 102 -108 A7
Louisiana 1,852 g 1,919 102 -67 -4
Maine B4 3 BG4 EO -40 £0
fardand 2 B0 B 2 83 121 -T5 28
Massachusett=s 3,181 7 3,230 132 -69 =21
ichig an 4 B33 a 4 939 164 -351 70
Minnesota 2,580 B 2,705 121 -1 25 45
hizsi=sippi 1173 4 1,260 g3 -87 £4
fi=souri 2 635 G 2 565 125 -210 .3
Moritsna 425 2 453 S0 27 £.0
Mebrazka 87 3 =i 71 -40 44
Mewvada 933 4 1,06 7o -83 8.2
Mewy Ham pshire E51 3 E72 = =21 |
Mewy Jersey 3,950 a 4129 144 -174 4.3
Mew Mexico 7E3 3 12 67 -449 £.0
Mewy York 8,383 11 5,776 215 -393 4.5
Morth Caroling 3,525 7 3,045 147 -170 4.3
Morth Dakota T 2 335 43 -18 S4
Chio 5402 g 5,530 172 -128 23
Cklahom a 1245 g 1,601 94 -5 S35
Dregon 1,628 5 1,733 a7 -105 £.1
Pennzylvania 5 BS54 9 5,833 177 -179 =31
Rhode |sland a0 3 521 a4 =20 -38
South Caraling 1,525 5 1.9 102 -TG 4.0
South Dakota crl 2 395 47 -24 £0
Tenneszee 2652 7 2,721 122 -E39 25
Texas 9,234 12 9,950 228 -T16 7.2
tahk 1,044 4 1,106 7a -B2 LB
“ermont T 2 24 42 -7 2.2
“Arginia 3413 7 3,525 135 -112 -32
WWashington 2,794 7 2,591 125 a7 34
West Virginia 733 3 7ES BS -32 4.2
Wisconsin 2,735 G 2 863 125 -128 45
Wvoming 241 2 285 35 -7 £6
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Table 21 . Comparizon af Census 2000 and 2000 CP= EmplovmertP opulation (EF)

Ratios by State

(Zivilian non-institutional population)

State Census 2000 E stimate 2000 CP S Estim ate Difference
E P 90-percent = A0-percent [(Census 2000
F: atic confidence Ratio confidence minus CP S
interyval (+7-] interval (+1-)

United States g1 .2 0.m Gd.4 0.24 -3.2
AMabama a7 n.1o G053 1.958 24
Maska Ed B 0.2y BS.4 524 3R
Arizona 584 n.1o B2.2 1.84 38
Arkanzas 581 ni1s 59.5 258 1.4
California 558 0.04 £3.9 0.7 50
Colorado g5 .0 n.1ao 0.3 1.58 23
Connecicut B4 .3 niz BY.3 247 a0
Delaware B33 0.25 BE.5 453 -3.5
Digtrict of Colum hia 575 0.3 £3.5 528 6.3
Florida a6 .3 0.05 G0.4 1.03 -4.4
Georyia B34 0.0s BY.3 1.4 34
Hamaii 585 0. B4 .1 3.80 -4 5
Idaho G3.3 n1s £5.5 362 24
[llinoi = G245 0.06 B5.7 1.15 -4 .1
Indiana Ed B n.09 BS5.7 1 .E5 1.1
(abnr] BE .8 niz £9.1 2.30 2.3
Kansas G548 ni1z 67.7 246 1.4
Kentucky o554 n.1o B1.5 2.05 -3
Louisiana 6.3 n.1ao 552 2.02 14
Maine E2.8 niy BE.4 35 -3E
fardand BS 5 n.1o B7 .1 1.75 14
fazsachuzetts G543 0.09 65.4 159 -1.4
fdichigan G158 0.0y G5.5 1.28 -4 .5
Minnesota B9 4 .09 724 1.72 30
hizsizzippi 5B ni1s 59.9 251 38
fi =s0uri G249 n.09 G676 1.69 4.7
fontans G2 020 £:5.6 4.25 S35
Mebraska Ea 4 ni1s .3 297 24
Mevada E1 A8 o1y EY.3 2.84 S0
Mew Hampshire GiS g niy 0.7 347 14
Mewy Jersey 1.5 0.0s 641 1.4 26
fewy Wexico 57 0.1 BO.4 314 34
Mewy York T 0.0s BO.2 0.95 25
Morth Caralina G2.8 n.oy £5.5 1.43 2.7
Morth Dakota Ga .2 0.2 G5.5 4 .94 -3
Chio E2.8 008 B 1 1.2 4.3
Oklahoma EO.0 011 B2 2.25 22
Oregon G1.8 011 657 217 -34
Pennsylvania 2a.r 008 61.4 117 1.7
Rhode |sland G158 .22 £3.9 3.96 -2
South Caroling BO5 011 B2.5 208 20
South Dakota EE 2 0.24 0.7 4 .51 -4 .2
Tennessee G1.0 0.09 62.4 1.72 -1.4
Texas g1.0 0.05 £:5.5 0.9 -4 .5
tahk BE .3 n14 E9.5 21 34
“ermont E7 A 0. B5.1 502 1.0
“Arginia Gd .5 0.0s G5.6 1.52 20
WWashington G258 n.og G4.9 1 .65 -2
West Virginia 3 n1s 534 310 24
Wizconsin E¥ A .09 0.0 1.E4 -2A
Wvoming G50 n.29 £5.9 563 -34
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Difference as a percent of CPS

Figure 1. Difference in Census and CPS

Employed as a Percent of CPS Employed
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Figure 3. Difference in Census and CPS
Unemployed as a Percent of CPS Unemployed
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20 Figure5. Census 2000 and April
i 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates N
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Figure 7. Census 2000 vs April 2000 CPS Unemployment Rates by State
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Figure 8. Census 2000 vs April 2000 CP3 Employment/Population
Ratios
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2. INCOME DATA FROM CENSUS 2000

40



2. INCOME DATA FROM CENSUS 2000

The Census 2000 long form included eight detailed income questions on sources of income and a
guestion on total income (from all sources). The eight types of income were (1) wage or salary
income; (2) self-employment income; (3) interest, dividends, or net rental income; (4) Socid
Security; (5) Supplemental Security Income (SSI); (6) cash public assistance income; (7)
retirement; and (8) other sources of income, which covered unemployment compensation,
Veterans Administration (VA) payments, alimony and child support, contributions received
periodically from people not living in the household, military alotments, and other regular
sources of income. The total income and each of the sources refer to income received during the
preceding calendar year. Here are the questions from Census 2000:

31. INCOME IN 1999 — Mark ® the "Yes' box for each
income source received during 1999 and enter the total
amount received during 1999 to a maximum of $999,999.
Mark ® the "No" box if the income source was not
received. If net income was a loss, enter the amount and
mark ® the "Loss" box next to the dollar amount.

For income received jointly, report, if possible, the
appropriate share for each person; otherwise, report
the whole amount for only one person and mark

the "No" box for the other person. If exact amount is
not known, please give best estimate.

a. Wages, salary, commissions, bonuses, or tips
from all jobs — Report amount before deductions for
taxes, bonds, dues, or other items.

dYes Annua amount — Dollars

$100,J ] d.00

1 No

b. Self-employment income from own nonfarm
businesses or farm busnesses, including
proprietorships and partnerships— Report NET
income after business expenses.

aYes  Annua amount — Dollars

$DDD,DDDOO O Loss

dNo
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c. Interest, dividends, net rental income, royalty
income, or income from estates and trusts— Report
even small amounts credited to an account.

dYes Annua amount — Dollars

$IQ, I d.00 aLos

(dNo

d. Social Security or Railroad Retirement
adYes  Annual amount — Dollars

S0, 100

1 No

e. Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
Yes Annua amount— Dollars

$1, ] d.00

1 No

f. Any public assistance or welfare payments
from the state or local welfar e office
dYes Annual amount — Dollars

S, 1100

1 No

g. Retirement, survivor, or disability pensions —
Do NOT include Social Security.
dYes Annua amount — Dollars

$1, 1 d.00

1 No

h. Any other sources of incomereceved regularly
such asVeterans (VA) payments, unemployment
compensation, child support, or alimony — Do NOT
include lump-sum payments such as money from an
inheritance or sale of a home.

dYes Annua amount — Dollars

S, 1100

1 No
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32. What was this person’stotal incomein 1999? Add
entries in questions 31a—31h; subtract any losses. If net
income was a loss, enter the amount and mark ® the
“Loss’ box next to the dollar amount.

Annual amount — Dollars

aNoneor PIALY LI I J.00 Qios

Every household was asked the questions on the short-form questionnaire during the Census
2000 data collection phase. The short-form questions on sex, age, Hispanic origin, race, and
household relationship were asked of everyone living in housing units or other housing
arrangements that included group quarters situations, such as nursing homes and college
dormitories; people living in migrant farm worker camps, on boats, on military installations;
federd employees living oversesas; and transient people living amobile lifestyle. The long form,
which was sent to about one in every six households nationwide, consisted of these short form
guestions plus additional sample questions.

Approximately 95 percent of the nation’ s population was enumerated by the mail-out / mail-back
procedure. The Census Bureau used the “Decennial Master Address Fle” (DMAF) to
electronically select aprobability sample for the long form. Questionnaires were mailed to
selected addresses, if possible, with instructions to mail back a completed form. Enumerators
delivered, by hand, questionnaires to housing units with no street names or house numbers,
mainly inrural areas. Every address was enumerated in sparsely populated areas.

During the data capture operdions, information on the census questionnaires generally was not
edited. Census clerks reviewed enumerator-filled questionnaires as part of the data capture
operation to identify and correct discrepancies. Mail-return forms were not subjected to the same
clerical review. Addresses that did not respond at dl were sent follow-up questionnaires or
visited by an enumeraor. There was no follow-up for incomplete forms.

Most of the enumerator-filled and mail-return questionnaires were processed using Optical
Character Recognition, or OCR, animage scanning sysem. This system had its own data quality
checks that helped ensure a previously defined level of accuracy. The machine interpreted
numeric handwritten income entries then performed adata quality check to help ensure that the
number read was accurate. If the entry failed to meet an accuracy threshold, an image of the item
in question was displayed to a clerk who then edited the response.

After the income data were captured electronically, the data underwent another series of edits and
alocations designed by income subject matter analysts. For example, consistency edits checked
for mistakes like the reporting of monthly amounts for income sources such as Socid Security,
Supplemental Security Income, public assistance income, and retirement income. Edits checked
for other common respondent errors as well such as a misplaced decimd point or identically
reported amounts in the wage/salary question and the total income question. Many times
respondents confused the first income item (wages) for the total incomefield and reported their
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total income twice. Edits used the total income field to resolve differencesin reporting of the
individua components when possible. Edits performed these checks and many othersto hep
ensure data quality.

Subject matter analysts also designed a complex allocation process for completing missing data.
For example, a respondent who failed to report wage or salary information--but provided answers
to other items such as occupation, class of worker, weeks worked, and age-was matched ther
reported data to that of another respondent (donor) who fully reported all items and substituted
the fully reported earnings datafor the missing information. The donor file was sorted by sex so
that missing economic characteristics were allocated to a male only from another male and never
from afemale and vise versa. In addition to sex, variables like race and ethnicity, educational
attainment, living arrangements (that is, husband or wife, other family reference person, other
family members and unrelated individual s), and residence (such as whether a respondent lived
inside a metropolitan area) were also considered.

2.1 Incomein the Current Population Survey (CPS)

About 50,000 households wereinterviewed in the March 2000 Annual Social and Economic
Supplement to the CPS, which collected income datafor 1999. The census sample consisted of
about 19 million households. The larger census sample allows for (1) much lower sampling
errorsand (2) the ability to present income data for much smaller geographic areas. The CPSis
designed primarily to give national-level income data annually. Y early estimates of household
income at the state level are also possible. The census provides income data for many more
geographic areas, from the national and state level all the way down to the census tract and block
group level.

An advantage of the CPS relative to the censusis that the CPS collects much more detailed
income data. While the census|ong form questionnaire asked eight incomeitems, the CPS
identified over 50 different sources of income. Like the census, the CPS income questions refer
to income received during the preceding calendar year.

The difference in data collection methodology between the two surveys was substantial.
Experienced interviewers collected CPS income data via persond visits using Computer Assisted
Personal Interviewing (CAPI) or Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). There
were no mail-out/mail-back forms. Census enumerators were much less experienced than CPS
field representatives.

Like census data, CPS income data were collected and then underwent close scrutiny by subject
matter analysts. The CPS data went through a complex edit and allocation process much like
that of the census. Because the number of records in the census was so much greater than the
CPS, the searching algorithm used to look for a potential “donor” during the allocation phase of
the process was vastly different. The CPS algorithm searched the whole file for a donor, whereas
the cenaus relied more on the “ nearest neighbor” to act as a donor, staying within state
boundaries. Which approach is better in not always clear. The CPS approach, by going beyond
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state boundaries, could sometimes act to lower incomes in high-income states. The larger sample
size of the census may aso mean that the search for a donor need not be so wide-ranging.
Because of these differences, some discrepancies will invariably exist in the income estimates
produced in the census and the CPS.

2.2 Comparing Census 2000 and the Current Population Survey

Household income is defined as the income of the householder and dl other individuals 15 years
old and over living in the household, whether they are rdated to the householder or not. Family
income is defined as the incomes of all members 15 years old and over related to the householder
by blood, marriage, or adoption. Income for individuals is obtained by summing the different
types of income for each person 15 years old and over. The median divides the income
distribution into two equal parts, one-half of the cases falling below the median income and one-
half above the median. For households and families, the median income is based on the
distribution of the total number of households and families including those with no income. The
median income for individualsis based on individuals 15 years and over with income. The
median earnings for individualsis based on individuals 16 years and over with earningsin the
census and 15 years and over in the CPS. The remainder of this section focuses primarily on
these income measures. All measures of income presented arein 1999 dollars.

Census 2000 produced a median household income of $41,994, significantly higher than the CPS
estimate of $40,696. Because the CPS asked more detailed income questions, one might expect
respondents to remember and report smaller sources of income than did the respondentsin the
census. Therefore, one might expect income to be higher in the CPS than the census. The
explanation for this unexpected finding is unknown and merits further investigation.

Among the 50 states and the District of Columbia, the census estimate of median household
income was significantly higher than the CPS estimatein 14 states: Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Y ork, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania. In only two states, Alabama and Missouri,
was the census estimate lower than the CPS estimate (see Table 22).

According to the census and the CPS, the highest median household incomes were in New
Jersey, Connecticut, Maryland, and Alaska. The censusfound New Jersey to have the highest
median household income at $55,146. Thisfigure was statistically higher than the remaining 49
states and the District of Columbia. New Jersey was followed by Connecticut ($53,935),
Maryland ($52,868), and Alaska ($51,571). The rdative standing of these statesin the CPSis
less clear because of higher sampling variability surrounding the estimates. The CPS showed
that the median household income for Alaska, although not statistically different from the median
income for Maryland, New Jersey, and Connecticut, was higher than for the remaining 46 states
and the District of Columbia. The census showed West Virginiato have the lowest median
household income, $29,696--significantly lower than the remaining 49 states and the District of
Columbia. The CPS showed the median household income of Arkansas, although not
statistically different from the median for West Virginia, was lower than that of the remaining 48
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states and the District of Columbia. The CPS ranking of states is based on 3-year average
medians for 1997-1999 rather than the single year estimates shown in Table 22.

Every region of the United States with the exception of the Midwest showed median household
income significantly higher in the census than in the CPS (see Table 23). The differencein
median household income in the Midwest was not statistically different for the census and the
CPS. The census showed that the Northeast had the highest median household income a
$45,481 and the South had the lowest at $38,790. Relative rankings of CPS medians by region
are again less clear because of higher sampling variability. The CPS estimate for the South was
statisticdly lower than estimates for the other regions. However, the CPS showed the Northeast,
Midwest, and West not to be statistically different in terms of median household income.

For younger householders, Census 2000 estimates of median household income were lower than
estimates from the CPS, but for older householders, the Census 2000 estimates were higher than
the CPS estimates. The median household income for householders under 25 years old was
$22,679 in the census and $25,148 in the CPS. For householders 25 to 34 years old, the median
household income was also lower in the census than the CPS ($41,414 in the census and $42,090
in the CPS). For householders 35 to 54 years old, the census and CPS estimates of median
household income were not statistically different. At ages 55 to 64, the census estimate of
median household income was higher in the census than the CPS ($47,447 in the census and
$44,464 inthe CPS). For householders 65 to 74 years old, the estimated median household
income was again higher in the census than the CPS ($31,368 in the census and 27,351 in the
census). Among householders 75 and over, median household income was also higher in the
census than the CPS ($22,259 in the census and $19,152 in the CPS).

Median family income in the census ($50,946) exceeded the CPS estimate ($48,831). Likewise,
median family income for married-couple families was higher in the census ($57,345) than in the
CPS ($56.505). For families with afemale household with no husband present, the census
estimate ($25,458) exceeded the CPS estimate ($23,762). In contrast, the census estimate of
median income for families with a male householder and no wife present was |lower than the CPS
estimate ($35,141 in the census and $37,339 in the CPS).

The median earnings of men who worked full-time, year-round was $37,057 in the
census—statistically lower than the CPS estimate of $37,450. Median earnings of women who
worked full-time, year-round was $27,194 according to Census 2000-not statistically different
from the CPS estimate of $27,366.

National per capitaincome derived from the census ($21,587) was higher than the CPS estimate
of $21,239.
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2.3 Future Research

Posey, Welniak, and Nelson' found that median incomes from Census 2000 were not only higher
than CPS estimates, but also higher than comparabl e estimates from the Census 2000
Supplementary Survey (C2SS). This somewhat puzzling finding is another indication that much
remainsto be learned about survey-to-survey comparisons of income data. As noted above,
comparisons of income data from Census 2000, the CPS, and the C2SS are affected by
methodological differences that include different reference periods, data capture/processing
systems, and weighting procedures. These issues will have to be examined more closely in order
to ascertain which, if any, affected incomes.

Also, income differences between the C2SS and Census 2000 need to be examined by the types
of income (wages, Social Security income, etc.) that are collected on both surveys (the C2SS and
Census 2000 used the same set of income questions, and the CPS used a more detailed set of
guestions). Examining how each type of income differed among the three sources may shed light
on the factor or factors that led to the differences in median household income.

Finally, another avenue of research will shed some light on the somewhat puzzling differences
between Census 2000 and CPS income estimates and may in turn shed light on Census
2000/C2SS differences. That avenue of research is another Census 2000 evaluation project, the
Census 2000/CPS Exact Match Project. For this project, households in the March 2000 CPS
were matched to Census 2000 long-form households. With thisfile, researchers will be able to
examine how the same individuals reported in Census 2000 and according to the more detailed
income questions in the CPS. Such an analysis should shed light on how aless detalled income
guestionnaire yielded higher median incomes. It is clear that we are just at the beginning stages
of understanding why Census 2000, CPS, and C2SS income figures differ.

! Kirby Posey, Edward Welniak, and Charles Nelson, “Income in the American
Community Survey: Comparisons to Census 2000,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Statistical Association, San Francisco, CA, August 3-7, 2003.
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Tahle 22. Median Household Income in 1999: Census 200 and the Current Population Survey

Cenais 2000 Mawh 2000 CF5 - Anmial Social and Fercent

Ecomonuc Supplement difference

Median mecome Median meome mn median

State homsehold

Stardard 3 tard ard 1nCome

Mumber Value Emor Humber Vahe Exmror [Cersus -
[ thos ands [dollars] [dollars] [ (thousands) [dollars] [dollars] [CFSI/Cenms)
United States 105,559 $41,994 11 105,454 $40,694 120 RS
Alah amma 1,757 $34,135 70 1,733 $35,251 1189 *5.2)
Alaska 2 $51,571 245 221 $51,3%6 L2 0.3
Arneona 1,902 $40, 558 29 1,201 $35,995 1133 58
brkansas 1,043 $32,182 75 1,070 $259,682 1026 *1B
Califormia 11,512 $47.493 47 11,240 $435,629 a3 *51
Colorado las53 $47.203 32 1,858 $48,177 1483 [2.13
Connec hmt 1,302 F53,935 135 1,344 F50,593 el L
Dielaarare 299 $47.351 205 224 $46,628 251 la
Diistrict of Cobambia 249 $40,127 264 254 $32.670 1599 348
Florida 5,541 $38,812 46 5,531 $35,831 627 *00
Georgla 3,002 $42.433 72 3,007 $35,425 1355 L
Haaran 404 F45. 520 125 411 44 504 18352 *10.7
Idaha 470 $37,572 115 479 $35,200 1415 4.7
Ihineds 4.595 F48,520 53 4,643 $46,330 1025 0.a
Indiana 2337 $41,557 78 2,349 $40,238 17119 1.8
Ioara 1,150 $39 469 7 1,171 $41,098 1130 [4.11
Eansas 1,039 $40,624 29 1,045 $37,348 2078 a1
Eentaclor 1,592 $33,672 &7 1,559 $33,738 1424 (0.2
Loisiana 1,857 $32, 566 74 1,61% $32,654 1244 [0.3)
Waine 518 $37,240 118 502 $30,862 1319 [4.47
Iardand 1,982 $32, 868 110 1,997 $32,205 X217 1.3
Wass aclms etts 2,445 $50,302 98 2,538 $44,005 223 *129
Michizan 3,788 44 6567 51 3,734 $46,082 1026 [3.2]
Mimesota 1,855 $47.111 7 1,211 $47.,038 1527 0.2
Mississippi 1,048 $31,330 3 1,043 $32.478 1403 (3.7
Miss ouri 2197 $37,534 &l 2,223 $41,383 1191 *19.17
MMormana 359 $33,024 125 359 $31,038 a6 *a.0
Hebraska BE7 $32,250 105 A75 $30.626 1386 l&
Hewada 152 $44_ 551 133 37 $41.461 1704 *10
Hear Hampshire 475 $49 467 150 47 $45,055 1952 *59
Hewr Jarey 3,068 $55,146 20 3,124 $43, 754 1405 *Q8
Henar Mexico A8 $34,133 107 &0 $32.574 1745 4.6
Henar Tork 7.061 $43,393 42 1218 $35,989 279 1B
Horth Carolina 3,13 $39,184 55 3,090 $37,254 a0 #49
HorthDakota 257 $34, 804 119 283 $32,663 1383 54
Chio 4.447 $40,358 43 4. 553 $35,489 9Eg 38
Oklahoma 1,544 $33,400 i1 1,363 $32,683 1491 21
Oregon 1,335 F40.918 27 1,359 F40.519 1252 0.7
Pennsylvania 478 $40,108 45 4. 820 $37,758 1141 59
Fhode Island 405 $42,090 124 418 $42.719 13=80 [1.5)
Sonth Carcling 1,554 $37,082 e 1,558 $35,482 1728 1.7
SouthDakota 290 $35,282 124 290 $35,828 944 [1.53
Tennes see 223 $36,300 71 2,181 35,522 1310 [0.43
Texas 1397 $39,927 38 7,433 {30,608 1020 3.l
TTah 0 $45,726 127 710 $45,050 1515 m.n
Vermont 241 $40,858 145 244 341,584 1407 [1.81
Virgimna 2.1 $48,677 20 2873 $45,693 10 21
Washington 2,274 45,776 91 2,331 $45.473 2080 0.7
West Vinnua 37 $20 894 26 757 $25.297 1149 1.3
Wisconsin 2,088 $43.791 aa 2,051 $45.667 1878 (4.3
Whomuns 1% $37,892 218 195 $37.248 1285 1.7

* Statistically siznificard difference at the A-percert confidence levwel

Source: T .5 Census Burean.
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Table 23. Median Income in 1999 by Selected Characteristics: Census 2000 and the Curremnt

Population Survey
Cermsus 2000 March 2000 CPE- Aromal S ocial and Percent
Ecoronue Supplement difference
Median meome Median meome n median
Charactens tics household
Standard Stardard]  imeome
Wb ex Vahe Emor] HMNunber Value Emor] (Carsus -
[thonas ands ) [dallars) [deollars| (thousands) [dallars] [dellaxs | CPEIC emsus)
HOUIEHOLDSE
A1l hows eholds 105,539 41,994 11 106 434 40,6596 120 *31
Age of Householder
1540 24 years 5435 2280 25 5844 25,148 425 102
25 to 34 years 18,138 41,414 21 18,967 42,090 e #11.8)
35 to 44 years 24278 50,65 24 24,025 50,209 38 (0.3
45 o 54 vears 21212 56,300 29 21,212 5,901 529 (1.13
55 to Ad years 14,202 47.447 34 13,558 44 aed &40 559
65 to 74 years 11,618 31,368 25 11,541 27,351 437 #1128
75 ye ars and over 10,857 22,25 13 10,537 12,152 X1 #1410
Fegion
Horthe ast 20,295 45,481 23 20,884 41,822 417 *3.0
Midwrast 24,749 42,414 21 24,915 42,512 479 (0.2
Soath 35,035 38,790 13 37.%a 37,345 07 ey
West 22481 45,084 29 22,871 42 565 483 * 56
FAMILIES
Total 72,2682 50,048 15 73,208 43,251 27 *24
M arried-conpls favdliss 55458 57,345 20 5E,290 55,501 200 *1.5
Female hoseholder, no
toash and pres ext 12,501 25458 40 12,818 23,782 38 #8577
MM ale hoasaholdar, no
wife present 43505 35,141 14 4,093 37,339 a0l *[6.3)
EARNINGS OF FULL-TIME
YTEAR-ROUND WOREERS
Male 52468 37,057 10 58,307 37,450 22 *11.1)
Female 35470 27,19 [ 40,230 27,386 120 (0.8
FER CAPITA INCOME 281,422 21,587 3 276804 21,239 126 *16

* 3 tatis teally sizmficant change at the ?0-percent confidence level

Source: U5, Cerwus Burea.
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3. POVERTY DATA FROM CENSUS 2000
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3. POVERTY DATA FROM CENSUS 2000

Poverty estimates may differ anong data collection efforts because of different questions used to
gather information on income, different methods of fielding the surveys, and different procedures
in processing the data. The goal here isto compare poverty estimates in Census 2000 with those
in the Current Population Survey (CPS) and the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (C2SS).
Special atention will also be given to how differencesin the coding of family relationshipsin
Census 2000 and the CPS may help explan differences in poverty rates in the two surveys.

The current official poverty measure has two components. poverty thresholds and the family
income that is compared to these thresholds. The official poverty definition uses 48 thresholds
that take into account family size (from one person to nine or more), the number of family
members under 18 years old, and the age of the householder. If the totd family incomeisless
than the family’s threshold, then the family is poor as is every person in the family.

One difference across the three surveys is that while both the Census 2000 and CPS income
guestions asked people to report their income in the 1999 calendar year, the C2SS asked for
peopl€e’ sincome in the previous 12 months, regardless of when during 2000 the respondents were
contacted (C2SS interviewstook place in every month). Another differenceis that the CPS
contains more detailed questions about income sources than either Census 2000 or the C2SS.
Third, the definition of the family differsin the CPS as compared with the other two surveys;, the
CPS contains questions that detect the presence of unrelated subfamilies in households while the
latter two do not. The effect of this difference on poverty estimates is discussed in more detail in
a section below.

Overall, despite the various differences in the surveys, the national poverty rate estimate from
Census 2000, 12.4 percent, is only moderately higher than the Current Population Survey (CPS)
poverty rate (11.9 percent) and not significantly different from the Census 2000 Supplementary
Survey (C2SS) poverty rate (12.2 percent) in 1999 (see Table 24). Poverty rates for demographic
subgroups tend to follow the same pattern as the nationd rate; estimates tend to be highest in
Census 2000 and lowest in the CPS, with a few exceptions.

3.1 State-level comparisons of poverty estimates

Table 25 shows state-leve poverty estimates. Census 2000 and C2SS estimates are generally
similar and often not significantly different, varying by plus or minus 1.9 percentage points (2.7
percentage pointsin the District of Columbiaisincluded in the comparison). Differencesin
poverty rates between Census 2000 and CPS are sometimes larger, although state-level CPS
estimates have relatively large standard errors dueto the smaller sample size. Census 2000
poverty estimates are neither consistently higher nor lower than the estimates from the other
surveys, though, as mentioned above, the national Census 2000 estimate is a little higher than the
others.
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Table 24, Powverty Rate Comparisen: Census 2000, Corrent Population Survey (CPS), and Census 2000 Supplementany Sunvey (C255)

Cerns us 2000 CPS 1999 /1 C255
Below powerty lewe| B alonm powerhy lawel B low powerhy lewel
Characteristics 0% Cl oo C.L Q0% C.l.
Tatal Mumber W (HET W Tatal Mumber U [+ W Total Mumber W (S W

Total...oo ] 2TEEE2 S 358335812 124 ooy 207 e 3271272 113 0.33] &r2dh1613 33311473 122 016
Feople infamilies...................] 2318749234 25152280 108 ooq) 230739182 23830089 103 0323 224250000 24452080 108 M
Related children under 12 years.] 70505715 11,386031 161 o0z "WaE2d445 11678027 166 0686 7016438 1201857 1682 0:z0
Urnrelated individuals...............] 47190624 0721935 227 003 42977047 2,400,229 194 066 46970412 10024801 215 02z
Age
Under 12 wears.............. ] FOS25251 11746252 166 ooz TEe2d4956 122203221 1741 066 YOEHG20 220855 1732 o7
1Gto Bdears. ... IEREI0E2S 15.565,1500 111 oo 17195587 17.EE9263 101 0.33] 165507291 7906828 106 onog
GSwears and older.................] 333245548 3ETTITA4 Q8 0oz FIIFFT2E 0 REZ2ME622 4T 0498 32900702 32495072 Ay 0z0
R=ze and Hispanic Origin
WEhibe. .o ] 206280782 12247 R4 04 00| 22530520 Z2E22E2 092 032 20735420 202342 96 016

Non-HEpanic.....................] 189735297 15414119 541 oo 192555088 14734987 7 0.33] 189312214 15555531 82 014
Black........on ] ZETEAZ2E 2146146 240 004 357563281 2440941 2326 1.45] 2484124 TRITAL2 243 042
Azian and Facific Islander £2... .. 10,344,872 1321785 128 oo 11.855317 1.234676 107 1.483] 10687 243 1331862 125 442
Hispanic2... ... ] 24480952 TATETA 26 003 34631583 TETGETE 227 1.48) 24225272 7570972 224 042
Families
AlFamilies............ . ] FR261,780 GE20945 o2 001 73,206 413 6,791,770 O3 0223 7oO7012 6814922 O3 014
harried couples 55,453 4951 2719058 48 001 06,238 736 2747853 448 0.33] 931496587 2453501 b ] 011
hale househalder,

noowife present.. L 302 465 35870 136 .06 4,093 751 $E4674 1158 1.43 4501,531 SA0,693 120 059
Female househalder,

no huzband present............ .0 12500761 3215916 55 005 12817 026 2,050,247 2TE 148 13222405 351042 73 041

MiA - Hot arailable.

¢ Revised implementation of Census 2000 based population controls and 328000 household s ample expansion.

28 Cearsus 2000 and C255 identify Asiare separately from Pacificlslanders. This comparion, however, marges all Asians with Hawaiian Matives and Other P acific Islande
3 Hispanics may be of any race.

Source; U5, Census Bureau.
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3.2 The effect of family relationship coding on poverty estimates

Census 2000 recorded the relationship between each person in a household and the househol der.
Thus, according to Census 2000, a person is either a member of the householder’ s family, or an
unrelated individual (anyone not related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption). In
contrast, the CPS, which contains more detailed demographic questions, can detect the presence
of unrelated subfamilies within households—that is, people who are related to each other but not
to the householder.!

Treating an unrelated subfamily member as an unreated individual can affect his or her poverty
statusin three ways: (1) by changing whether poverty status can be determined for that person at
al (if heor sheisunder age 15), (2) by separating him or her from the other family members
income, and (3) by lowering his or her poverty threshold.

First, poverty tabulations exclude unrelated individuals under the age of 15. Becauseincome
guestions were asked only of people age 15 and over, if achild under 15 has no other family
members present (or if we cannot tell who they are), we do not know the child’sincome. Thus,
we cannot tell whether they are poor, and they are omitted from the poverty universe. Because
Census 2000 recorded a person’ s relationship only with respect to the householder, all the people
whom the CPS would treat as unrelated subfamily members would have been counted as
unrelated individuals in Census 2000. Since some of those unrelated subfamily members are
under age 15, we would expect the universe totals for Census 2000 to be smaller than the CPS,
other things being equal. If children in unrelated subfamilies were more likely to be poor than
their counterparts in householders' families, their exclusion would lower the overdl poverty rate.

The remaining two effects of treating family members as individual s—considering only their own
income to determine their poverty status and lowering the poverty threshold to the level of
individuals—can work together to either raise or lower their poverty status, depending on the
family composition and the distribution of income across family members.

Examining the data from the CPS and Census 2000 shows that family reationship codes
accounted for very little of the difference between poverty rates in the two surveys. Table 26
shows poverty data by family structure, sex, age, race and Hispanic origin using two methods:
first, with family relationships reported as is typically done with CPS data, and second, with the
family relationshi ps recoded in amanner consistent with Census 2000 family relati onship coding.

! The CPS can only detect parent-child or hushand-wife relationships among people not related to the householder;
thus other extended relatives such as cousins would not be counted as unrelated subfamily members. Even so, the
CPSsS family relationship codes still offer more detail than Census 2000.
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The recoded data exhibited a poverty rate only 0.1 percentage points lower than the rate obtained
by typica CPS methodology (11.8 percent compared with 11.9 percent). Most of the difference
occurred among people under age 18: under the Census 2000 method for identifying families,
700,000 more children were excluded from the universe than under the CPS method. These were
children the CPS identified as unrelated subfamily members under age 15. According to the CPS
methodol ogy, further analyses indicated that their poverty rate was 44.2 percent, considerably
higher than the 17.1 percent for al people under age 18. Since children in unrelated subfamilies
were more likely to be poor than their counterparts in householders' families, excluding these
children from the universe lowered the overdl poverty rate.

Among people 18 to 64, the poverty rate remained unchanged at 10.1 percent, although there was
anet drop of 10,000 in the number poor in that age group. People 65 years and over were
unaffected by the changes in family coding. The exclusion of children from the poverty universe
thus had a larger effect on the data than did lowering the thresholds and using person-based
income for poverty computation.

Among all ages, the poverty rate for unrelated individuals increased from 19.1 percent to 19.5
percent after recoding. Under traditional CPS family coding procedures, people in unrelated
subfamilies had a higher poverty rate than unrelaed individuals (38.9 percent compared with
19.1 percent), therefore when those two groups were combined, the poverty rate for unrelated
individuds rose. Among the remaining demographic groups, there was little differencein
poverty rates using the alternative methods of coding people in unrelated subfamilies.
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Table 26. Poverty by Selected D emographic Characteristics: Current Population Survey Recoded to Reflect Cersus 2000 Relatiorship Codes

Numbers in thous ands]

Poverty data using CPS family codes

Fowverty d ata with unrelated subfamilies recoded as unrelated

individuals /1

Below poverty level

Bl o powe by lewel

0-percent A0-percent Al percent 0-percent
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GBS wears and OWaL.........oi e e e I 3222 176 a7 (nfs] AT 3,222 176 arT 0.5
R=ce
White... 225 361 = 169 Bk o2 0z 22454 22,015 5= 0.8 0.3
Bladk.. T 2.4 L =] 236 12 5 A02 [=]C atal 424 Z3.48 1.2
Amerlcan Indlan and Ala‘ska Natn:e.. 3,13 ==k 154 228 4.3 3109 =8q 153 =9 4.3
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Ethnicity
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Other non-HiEpanic... 48011 10,181 525 s 10 2 B3 10,109 523 a7 1.0
Farmily structura
Feople in married couple family... 120,200 0,672 537 549 0z 180200 10,6732 537 549 0.2
Feople in families with a female hu:-us eh-:-ld ar

no spouse present... i 2580 11,764 H62 045 12 =580 11,764 S62 e T 12
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no wife present... TR 11,410 1,28 197 12.2 15 11410 1,284 197 2.2 1.6
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Unrelated individuals......coocoo e 42977 2,400 274 9.1 05 42977 2,400 274 9.1 0.5
Unrelated individuals

under Census 2000 method... ... MA M A X, ES X 712 5,726 20 19.5 0.5

MA- Mot applicable.
HIU - Mot in universe.

# - hMeasure cannot be computed because the categony does not exist.
F or explanation of confidence intervals (C.1), s ee "Standard errors and their use" at wwwioemse s gowhhe sdporedbo verty Slgor I {sme oo,
14 Inthese columns, people in unrel ated subfamilies were recodad 5o thattheir powerby threshold was setto the appropriate oneperson
thres hald, based anthe person's age. For those people, poverty status was computed by comparing person income with the recoded threshold,
Unrelated subfamity members under age 15--recoded here as unrelated individuak--vuere ecluded from the universe.

2i Hispanics may be of amy race.

Source: 5. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2000 Annual 0remographic Supplement.
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Appendix 1-Supporting Studies.

Thisappendix presents three studies supporting the previous presentation of results. The
first study looks at potential sources of differences between census and CPS employment
status estimates. The second consider s the effect of the use of the M ESRB (defined bel ow)
in Census 2000. Thethird examines unemployment estimates.

Supporting Study 1. Potential Sources of Differences between Census and Current
Population Survey (CPS) Employment-status Estimates

M easurements of similar phenomena from two surveys, such as the census and the Current
Population Survey (CPS), may differ for many specific reasons, which fall into the following
general categories

1. imperfect measurements by each of the object under study, and
2. differences between them in the object under study itself.

The first category represents measurement errors, of which there are two kinds: sampling and
non-sampling. The second category represents measurement-objective differences. For avariable
that can change over time, the sources of estimation differences that fall in this second category
result from the two surveys measuring the same phenomenon at different times, different
phenomena at the same time, or different phenomena a different times.? The Census and the CPS
attempt to measure the same concepts, so measurement-objective differences between them

result only from measures of the same phenomenon at different times, as will be explained

below.

This appendix describes some of the potential sources of the census-CPS differencesin the
measurement of the employment status variable within this framework of measurement errors
and measurement-object differences. The CPS is conddered the standard for comparison because
it is thought to be more accurate than the census, sinceit utilizes a permanent staff of full-time,
experienced interviewers (in contrast to the temporary, ad hoc, census staff) and is conducted
under more extensive and intensive controls and training procedures than the census. No effort is
made here to quantify the effects of these potential sources of differences on the actua census-
CPS estimate differences.

“M easurement-objective differences can be characterized as errorsin either survey only if
it isregarded as having attempted, but faled, to measure the same objective as the other survey.
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Measurement Errors

The employment estimates in Census 2000 are based on the Census 2000 sample, which includes
about one in six housing units in the country. The CPS estimates are also based on a sample of
about 50,000 U.S. households per month (this sampleincreased to about 60,000 digible
householdsin July 2001). In both cases, the data are estimates of the actual figures that would
have been obtained from compl ete counts of the population. Estimates based on samples differ
from complete-count figures because of both sampling and non-sampling errors.

Sampling Errors

Sampling error occurs by chance and arise because the people selected for the sample may not
fully represent the entire population from which they are drawn. The extent of thisvariability is
measured by the standard error of the estimate.

Non-sampling Errors

Non-sampling errors affect both sample and complete-count estimates, and are introduced by
data collection or processing errors. Non-sampling errors in surveys can be attributed to many
sources, such as the inability to obtain information from all persons in the sample, differencesin
the interpretation of questions, inability or unwillingness of respondents to provide correct
information or to recall information, errors made in collecting and capturing responsesor in
estimating values for missing data, and failure to represent al sample households and all persons
within sample households (undercoverage).

There are six specific potential sources that may lead to a greater degree of non-sampling errors
in census employment measures than in CPS measures.

1. Questionnair e Differences.

The employment-dassification concept used in both the CPS and the census is defined
operationally in terms of aset of criteriafor deciding which of three categories--employed,
unemployed, not in labor force--best characterizes the respondent’ s relationship to the labor
market during a particular week. Since, even within aweek, this relationship can vary, the
criteriaassign priorities among categories so that each respondent is classfied in one and only
category: “employed” takes precedence over “unemployed,” which takes precedence over “not in
labor force.” To apply these criteria, both the CPS and the census obtain employment
information from a battery of questions. Each question obtains a piece of evidence required by
one of the criteria; therole, if any, of agiven piece of evidence in the final classification decision
depends upon the other pieces of evidence collected.
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The censusis ageneral purpose survey: employment is only one among avariety of topics on
which it collects data. The number of employment questionsin the censusis severely limited
because of intense competition from other topics, so the number of census questions--six--is
fewer than the number required to make a definitive employment-classification decison in al
cases. Therefore, even if acomplete set of answers to the census questions is obtained for a case,
an arbitrary decision sometimes must be made about its appropriate employment classification.
The CPS, however is specifically intended to collect labor force data. The CPS currently uses
nine specific, detailed questions to determine a respondent’ s employment status. The enhanced
specificity in the CPSis designed to avoid mis-classifications and the kind of arbitrary decisions
required in the census; for example, census cannot exclude persons who are passively searching
for work from the count of unemployed, while the CPS can and does.

The number of questionsis only one difference between the CPS and census collection
instruments. Another difference is that, even when aquestion in the CPS and census address the
same issue, the wording of their questions may not be identical. Also, the position of a question
within the sequence of questions may differ, as may the placement of the entire battery within the
overall interview, afactor related to issues of respondent fatigue.

Here is the employment and unemployment questions asked in Census 2000, and following them
are the CPS employment and unemployment questions.

Questions on Employment Status From Census 2000

21. LAST WEEK, did this person do ANY work for
either pay or profit? Mark the "Yes' box even if the
person worked only 1 hour, or helped without pay in a
family business or farm for 15 hours or more, or was on
active duty in the Armed Forces.

aYes

dNo — Skip to 25a

25.a. LAST WEEK, was this person on layoff from
ajob?

AYes— ipto 25¢

1 No

% The census employment classification criteria are hierarchical and the data elements
they requireto make a classification decision vary by employment category. For example, the
criteriafirst see whether the person worked or not in the reference period; if so, then this one
piece of datais sufficient by itself, then and there, to classify the person as “employed” ; however,
to classify someone as “ unemployed” rather than as“not in labor force” may require as many as
13 pieces of detailed information.
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b. LAST WEEK, wasthisperson TEMPORARILY
absent fromajob or business?

(Y es, on vacation, temporary illness, labor

dispute, etc. >Xip to 26

1 No— Skipto 25d

c. Has thisperson been informed that he or she
will berecalled to work within the next 6 months
OR been given adateto returntowork?

dYes— Skipto 25e

[ No

d. Hasthis person been looking for work during
the last 4 weeks?

dYes

(1 No— Skipto 26

e. LAST WEEK, could this person have garted a
job if offered one, or returned to work if recalled?
[ Yes, could have gone to work

(1 No, because of own temporary illness

(1 No, because of all other reasons (in school, etc.)

CPS Employment Questions (Extracted from Figure 5-1, page 5-6, of Current Population
Survey Technical Paper 63RV ( TP63RV) :

1. Does anyone in the household have a business or afarm?

2. LAST WEEK, didyou do ANY work for (either) pay (or profit)? Parenthetical filled inif
thereisabusiness or farmin the household. If 1is“yes’ and 2is“ no,” ask 3. If 1is* no”
and 2is“ no,” ask 4.

3. LAST WEEK, did you do any unpaid work in the family business or farm?
If 2and 3 are both “ no, ” ask 4.

4. LAST WEEK, (in addition to the business,) did you have ajob, either full or part time?
Include any job from which you were temporarily absent. Parenthetical filled in if thereisa
business or farmin the household. If 4is* no,” ask 5.

5. LAST WEEK, wereyou on layoff from ajob? If 5is“ yes,” ask 6. If 5is“ no,” ask 8.
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6. Has your employer given you adate to return towork? If “ no,” ask 7.

7. Have you been given any indication that you will be recalled to work within the next 6
months? If “ no,” ask 8.

8. Have you been doing anything to find work during the last 4 weeks? If * yes,” ask 9.
9. What are all of thethings you have doneto find work during the last 4 weeks?

Individuals are classified asemployed if they say “ yes’ to questions 2, 3 (and work 15 hours
or morein the reference week or receive profits from the business/farm), or 4. Individuals who
are available to work are classified as unemployed if they say “ yes” to 5 and either 6 or 7, or
if they say“ yes’” to 8 and provide a job search method that could have brought them into
contact with a potential employer in 9.

2. Collection M ethods.

All data from the CPS are gathered by trained field interviewers through persond visits and
telephone interviews. In the census, a large percentage of the sample individualsfill out a
questionnaire by themselves, with only brief instructions embedded in the questions themselves.*
In the census, there are generally no interviewersto clarify survey questions and to probefor
more accurate and detaled responses, asis the case in the CPS.

3. Quality Control.

CPS interviewers are trained extensivdy before going out into the fidd, and thar proficiency is
checked regularly. In addition, each month, a portion of the households in the sample are
reinterviewed, and the results are used to control and measure the quality of the data. Inthe
census, the extent to which the quality of the data can be controlled or evaluated is much more
limited.

4. Edit/Imputation Differ ences.

The large-proportion of self-reported responses in the census means that a significant proportion
of the census cases have completely or partially missing responses to the employment questions.
Furthermore, as described above, the inadequate number of census questions relative to the
classification criteria means that, even for complete census responses, it is sometimes necessary

*In Census 2000, 63 percent of long forms were completed by respondent self-reporting
in the mail portion of census operations.
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to impute afinal classification -- as opposed to determining it by mechanically applying the
classification criteria--based upon circumstantial logic involving avarying number of
assumptions about the likely nature of the missing information, given the reported information.
Imputations are made in the case of completely missing information by statistical-match
methods, in which avalue is assigned based upon a respondent’ s demographic characteristics, or,
in the case of partial information, by assigning the most likely final value from among the set of
values that are possible, given the reported information. Regardless, an imputation represents an
educated opinion as to the correct dassification, which may be valid on average, but completdy
wrong in any particular case. The fact that the census contains a substantial proportion of such
decisions could be afactor in producing differences between census and CPS estimates.”

5. CPSInitial I nterview Effects.

In the CPS, households are in the sample for four consecutive months, out of the sample for the
following eight months, and then interviewed again for four months. There is atendency among
households surveyed for the very first time (first month in sample) and among those surveyed
after the eight-month intermission (fifth month in sample) to report higher levels of
unemployment than those who have been in the survey for several consecutive months. This
phenomenon affects one-fourth of the CPS sample. In the census, virtually every household is
reporting for the first time. Thus, any upward bias in unemployment associated with first
interview could conceivably affect the entire census, but only a portion of the CPS.

6. Likely Reporting Errorsin Census 2000 for the Group Quarters Population.

In Census 2000 , the labor force data for some places with rdatively large numbers of people
living in civilian non-institutional group quarters, such as college dormitories, worker
dormitories, and group homes (for the mentally ill or physically handicapped), appear to
overstate considerably the number in the labor force, the number unemployed, and the percent
unemployed (and, conversely, to understate the number not in the labor force), probably because

> In the context of imputations, there was a major change in census imputation scheme
between the 1990 and 2000 censuses that may have affected the census 2000 empl oyment-status
estimates, the sizes of 1990-2000 census differences, and 2000 CPS-census differences. For
census 2000, the rules for the employment status classification imputed a value to persons who
reported ((in long-form question 21) that they did not work last week, but who gave little or no
other information about their economic activity in the census reference week. The imputation
was made, for the most part, in a statistical-match imputation matrix (called MESRB) that
limited donorsto persons who reported that they too did not work last week. This limitation
effectively restricted the values that could be imputed mostly to “unemployed” and “not in [abor
force”. In the 1990 census, there was no such restriction, so such cases could be imputed to the
“employed” category, as well asto “unemployed” and “not in labor force” categories This
change reduced the number of employed and increased the numbersin the | ater two categoriesin
census 2000, relative to what they would otherwise have been.
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of reporting or processing errors. The problem directly affected about 15 percent of the civilian
non-institutional, group quarters population 16 years of age and over in the United States, or
around 500,000 people. However, through them, it had an impact on the overall Census 2000
labor force statistics for the country in general. The problem stems from the tendency of many
people in the group quarters population to exhibit a suspect pattern of entries to the employment
guestions in Census 2000. Census 2000 SF3 Data User Note 4 describes this pattern, and
provides strong circumstantial evidence for why it likely represents a reporting error. The
problem did not occur for the household population. Preliminary estimates at the national level
are that the problem may have incorrectly decreased the number of employed persons by about
235,000 (the Summary File 3--SF3--number of employed was 129.7 million), reduced the
number of people not in the labor force by 285,000 (SF3 figure of 78.3 million), increased the
number of unemployed by 519,000 (SF3 figure of 7.9 million), and raised the unemployment rate
by 0.4 percentage point (SF3 figure was 5.8 percent). The full extent and the potential
ramifications of the problem are unknown as of thiswriting.

M easur ement-Obj ective Differ ences

As emphasized above, the census and the CPS attempt to measure the same object--the number
of people in the three employment-status categories--using identicd criteria and definitions. As
pointed out, their respective tools are not of equal potency or accuracy, but they do attempt to
focus these tools on the same object. Nevertheless, differences in the time-reference periods
associated with this object give rise to a measurement-objective difference that is a potential
source of differencesin their estimates.

Briefly, the CPS quegtions for determining current employment status relate to a specific
reference week, the week including the 12" of the month (or, in the case of job search, the four
weeks preceding the survey week). The census questions relate to the calendar week preceding
the date that the questionnaires were completed (in the case of job search, the four weeks
preceding the date of reporting). This differencein reference periods means that differencesin
the census-CPS estimates may be the result of real changes--from changing economic
conditions--from what the census would have measured if the CPS and census reference periods
coincided exactly.

It is not possible to determine the exact calendar week for any given respondent in the census
since the census does not collect information about the date the form was filled out, nor about the
identity of the respondent’s reference period. The best one can do is estimate the dates of the
reference period using the census check-in date (from administrative data) and a number of
assumptions about the relationship between the check-in date and the respondent’ s reference
period. A study will be done using such technigques to measure the effect of the differences
between the CPS and the census in their reference weeks on the differences in their employment
estimates.



Supporting Study 2. Effect of Use of MESRB (M atrix of Employment Status Recode B)

During the census enumeration, some people do not respond to a census question or respond
inadequately. When this happens, the census imputes a value for the missing or insufficient
response. A magjor change in the imputation process for the employment item in Census 2000
affected the Census 2000 employment-status estimates, the sizes of 1990-2000 census
differences, and 2000 CPS-census differences. The change and the results of an effort to quantify
its impact are discussed next.

First, some background of the decennial census employment-status classification processis
needed. The census classifies a person’s employment status by applying the criteria of the official
(Department of Labor) employment-status definition to the person’s pattern of responsesto a
battery of questions (see Appendix 2). Hence, the employment-status variableistechnicdly a
recode, which iswhy it isreferred to as the “ Employment Status Recode” (ESR). Thisrecode
has six categories or “values,”® called ESR values. People whose reported information is
sufficient to classify them straightforwardly to a particular category are given the so-called
“reported” ESR value of that category. People whose reported information is such that the
likelihood that they belong in aparticular category is beyond an acceptable threshold receive an
“assigned” ESR value of the category. People who do not report enough information to be
classified (all other people) receive “imputed” ESR values, by a statistical-match method known
as a " hot-deck "imputation procedure. For purposes of the imputation process, the people with
“reported” or “assigned” values are known as “donors’; those with “imputed” values as
“recipients.”” The hot-deck procedure matches, on acase by case basis, each recipient with a
donor who isidentical in demographic characteristics--such as age, race, and sex--that are known
to be related to employment status for the population in general. The matching occursin a
framework called an “imputation matrix,” which is simply a sorting device for grouping people
with like characteristics, much like a statistical table. Within this context, the employment value
for the recipient is set equal to that of the donor, the rationale being that, on average, the donor’s
value represents the most likely “true” value of the recipient (that is, the one that would have
been made had perfect knowledge been available), so that the resulting distribution of all imputed
cases by employment status will best reflect their “true” distribution.

In Census 2000, two matrixes were used to impute a person’s ESR value. Thefirst, called
MESRA, was used when the recipient did not provide any information to the central employment
inquiry (question 21) about whether they worked in the reference week. The donorsto MESRA
consisted of all people who had a“reported” ESR value, regardless of the nature of thevalue.
The donor-recipient relationship in MESRA meant that the recipient was able to receive any one

® These categories/values (employed, at work; employed, not at work; unemployed;
Armed Force, at work; Armed Forces, not at work; not in labor force) are collapsed into four
major ones for most purposes (Employed, unemployed, armed forces, and not in the labor force).

" The entire set of donorsis known as the “donor pool”; the set of recipients as “imputed
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of the six ESR values in the imputation process. The second matrix, MESRB, was used for
recipients who reported that they did not work in the census reference week, but who gave little
or no other information to the other employment questions. Donors to MESRB were restricted to
people who reported that they too did not work last week. Thisrestriction effectively limited the
recipientsin MESRB to being imputed ESR values for the unemployed and not-in-labor-force
categories.

In the 1990 census, there was only one imputation matrix for employment status, and it
corresponds to MESRA in Census 2000. There isno 1990 counterpart to 2000's MESRB. Hence
there was no automatic restriction of a portion of the imputed casesin 1990 to the unemployed or
not-in-labor-force categories. Other things being equal, the 1990 census should have imputed a
greater proportion of people to the employed category, and a smaller proportion to the
unemployed and not-in-labor-force categories, than census 2000 did. More to the point, the
change to the imputation scheme in 2000 reduced the number of employed people while
coincidently increasing the number of people in the unemployed and not-in-labor-force
categories in Census 2000, relative to what these numbers would have been had the 1990 system
been used. For thislatter reason, the change in the imputation scheme has the potential to
significantly affect comparisons of census employment data between 1990 and 2000.

Some measure of the effect of the introduction of the MESRB scheme in Census 20000 can be
obtained by smulating what the results from the imputation process would have been in 2000 if
the 1990 procedure had been used, and then comparing these simulated results with the actual
2000 results. Thisfollowing describes the methodology and results of the research performed to
make this measurement:

M ethodol ogy:

The research used observations from the full census sample. A table showing the detailed
calculations involved in the steps below is available at (web address of the publication).

Step 1: These observations were first separated into ESR recipients and donors. Step 2:
Recipientswho had received an ESR value from MESRA were sorted into 36 sub-groups by sex
( two categories. male; female), age (six categories. 16-19; 20-24; 25-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65 and
over), race/Hispanic origin( 3 categories. not-Black not-Hispanic; Black not-Hispanic; Hispanic);
recipients who had received an ESR value from MESRB were sorted into 36 corresponding
subgroups. Step 3: The percent distribution by ESR value of the people in each MESRA
subgroup was obtained. It was then was used to make a proportionate distribution of the number
of peoplein the corresponding MESRB subgroup. This step assumed that the distribution of the
ESR values of the people in a MESRB subgroup would have been the same as those of the

people in its corresponding MESRA subgroup, if their values were imputed from MESRA.
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Results:

After the above steps were completed, the sum over the 36 revised MESRB subgroups of the
number in each ESR category was obtained. These sums (weighted) are shown in the “ Simulated
MESRB Distribution” column of the following table, where they are compared with the actual
MESRB distribution:

Employment status Simulated Actual MESRB Difference
Category MESRB Distribution  Distribution (Simulated-Actud)
ESR
Employed, at work 2,610, 247 7,810 2,602,437
(ESR=1)
Employed, at work 58,971 171,955 -112,984
(ESR=2)
Unemployed (ESR=3) 227,002 502,121 -275,119
Armed Forces 11,960 0 11960
(ESR=4,5)
Not in Labor Force 3,842,131 6,068,425 -2,226,294
(ESR=6)
Total 6,750,311 6,750,311 0

They show that, if the Census 2000 imputation procedure had been conducted under 1990 rules,
the number of employed people (ESR=1, 2) in Census 2000 would have been about 2.5 million
higher (than the actual figure of 129.7 million); the number of unemployed people (ESR=3)
would have been about 275,000 less; and the number of people not in the labor force would have
been 2.2 million less.

The above results have further implications for differences between the 1990 census figures and
census 2000 ones, as shown below:
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ESR
Category

Employed

In Labor
Force

Notin
Labor Force

Total
Population
16 years and
over

Census
2000
(Actual)

129,721,512
138,820,935

78,347,142

217,168,077

1990
Census

115,681,202
125,182,378

66,646,893

191,829,271

Percent

Change:

Actual
Census
2000 vs
1990

12.1%
10.9%

17.6%

13.2%
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Hypothetical
Census 2000
(using
simulated
MESRB
results)

132,210,965
141,047,229

76,120,848

217,168,077

Percent
Change:
Hypothetical
Census 2000
vs 1990

14.3%

12.7%

14.2%

13.2%



Supporting Study 3. Unemployment Estimates.

The Census 2000 count of unemployed people was considerably higher than the CPS count for
either March 2000 or April 2000, or for a modeled “average” of CPS March through August data
(created based on the Census 2000 collection rates during that period). These difference are
shown in the following table:

Type of CPS estimate Number Difference from Census 2000 estimate
(thousands) (= 7,947 in thousands)

March 2000 6,069 -1,878

April 2000 5,212 -2,735

Modeled average estimate for | 5,759 -2,188

census collection months

To classify aperson 16 years or older as“unemployed,” the official criteriaused by both the CPS
and the census require that the person meetsall three of the following tests:

Test 1: (nojob test ) the person did not work, and did not have ajob from which they were
temporarily absent, in the reference week; AND

Test 2: the person either: (temporary-layoff test) was on temporary layoff from ajob, or (active
job-search test) actively searched for ajob at any time in the reference week or the three prior
weeks:® AND

Test 3: (available-to-work test) the person was avalable to go to work in the reference, except
for reasons of temporary illness.

These tests contain a series of decision points, each of which presents an occasion for the census
to make aclassification error, generaly because of inadequate information. Two important ways
that the census could mis-classify people as “unemployed” in applying thesetests areif it
classifies as unemployed (1) someone whose job loss situation qualifies as a“permanent” layoff
rather than a“temporary” layoff; or (2) someone who conducted a“ passive’ rather than an
“active” job search. This study looks at the potential contributions of these sources of

8A ctive methods are those which have the potential to result in ajob offer without further
action on the part of the job seeker. Examples include contacting employers directly or
interviewing, contacting public employment agency programs/courses, contacting a private
employment agency, contacting friends or relatives, contacting a school/university employment
center, sending out resumes/filling out applications, checking union/professional registers, or
placing or answering ads. Passive methods include looking at ads, attending job training, or
doing nothing.
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classification errors to the census-CPS differences noted above.
L ayoff

A primary goal of redesigning the battery of employment questions for Census 2000 was to
obtain a more accurate estimate than that of the 1990 census, of the number of people who could
be classified as unemployed because they were on layoff from ajob in the reference week (even
if they had not recently searched actively for work). It was thought that the way that information
about “layoff” was obtained in the 1990 census contributed to an overestimate of the number of
unemployed in 1990 compared with the CPS.

The problem arises because the general population often uses the term “layoff” to cover avariety
of situations involving the loss of ajob. The official employment statistics, on the other hand,
require aclear distinction between * permanent” and “temporary” job loss, and only give weight
to “temporary layoff” when classifying someone as unemployed. To be considered on “temporary
layoff” by the officid criteria, a person (1) must not have ajob; (2) must have lost ajob; and (3)
must have a reasonabl e expectation of returning to the lost job within a definite period of time.
Thislast criterion regarding “ reasonable expectation of return” is defined operationaly as (1) at
the time of job loss, the person was informed by the employer that he or she would be recalled to
work within the next six months, or (2) the person was given a specific date to return to work.
“Permanent” layoff refersto the situation of ajob loss for which neither of these two conditions
applies. Persons on temporary layoff can, by that fact alone, be classified as “unemployed”;
persons on permanent layoff, on the other hand, must pass the active job-search test before they
can be classified as unemployed.®

The 1990 census asked people whether they were on layoff from ajob, without asking whether
the layoff was temporary or permanent. It apparently assumed that people who reported that they
were on layoff were invariably on “temporary layoff” for it treated such reports as evidence that
the person met the “temporary layoff” test for the unempl oyed category.'® Anecdotal evidence
suggests that this assumption was not warranted, and that many respondents used the term
“layoff” to describe situations of permanent job loss, even permanent job loss for cause (firings).
This anecdotal evidence is supported by the finding that in the CPS, which did obtain and use
information from laid-off respondents regarding the nature of the layoff, the proportion of
unemployed people on temporary layoff was considerably smaller than the corresponding census

°To be on layoff, a person must, in addition to being on temporary layoff or having
conducted an active job search, be available to start ajob or return to work during the reference
week, except for reasons of temporary illness.

°The treatment of the term “layoff” in the 1990 census may have been areflection of an
earlier and widespread restriction in the common parlance of the word “layoff” to situations
involving temporary job loss with at |east a vague expectation of being recalled to work.
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estimate.™

In an effort to preclude semantical issues about “layoff” from being a source of census
employment mis-classifications, the Census 2000 added a followup question for all persons who
indicated that they did not work in the census reference week and that they were on layoff from a
job. This additional question asked: “Has this person been informed that he or she will be
recalled to work within the next 6 months OR been given a date to return to work?’ People who
answered “no” to this question could not be classified as unemployed unless they met the job-
search test. Endnote 1 discusses the effectiveness of adding this followup question to Census
2000.

To see whether, in spite of the revision made to the Census 2000 gquestionnaire, errors involving
temporary layoff contributed to census-CPS unemployment differences in 2000, data on census
unemployed people by the two reasons for unemployment (temporary layoff or actively looking
for work) were tabulated.” The numbers and percentages of people on temporary layoff from this
tabulation are shown in Tables A and B, wherethey are compared with CPS figures. The datain
Tables A and B indicate that issues about the nature of layoff likely did not contribute a positive
amount to the difference between the census and CPS unemployment counts in 2000. In fact,
Census 2000 estimated a lower number of those on temporary layoff than CPS.

“The April 1990 CPS, for example, estimated that 14.4% percent of unemployed persons
were on temporary layoff; for the 1990 census the proportion of unemployed people who
reported they were on layoff was 32 percent.

2The tabulation was based on a 1/500 sample of the Census 2000 sample popul ation.
People who had been imputed to the unemployed category were distributed by reason for
unemployment in the same proportions as unemployed people whose status was not imputed.
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TableA. Estimated number of unemployed who were on tempor ary layoff

Ageand Sex Census 2000 | CPS
March 2000 | April 2000 Modeled
averagefor
census
collection
period**
Total, 16 years and over 688,951 995,000 698,000 844,000
Both sexes, 16-19 41,529 50,000 46,000 NA
Men, 20 years and over 450,207 666,000 408,000 NA
Women, 20 years and over | 201,468 279,000 243,000 NA
** Based on Mar. - Aug. 2000 CPS modeled average used in Study 3 Appendix 2
TableB. Percent of Unemployed who were on tempor ary layoff
Ageand Sex Census 2000- | CPS
based
modeled March 2000 | April 2000 | Modeled
estimates average for
census
collection
period**
Total, 16 years and over 8.7% 16.4% 13.4% 14.6%
Both sexes, 16-19 2.8% 4.7% 4.9% NA
Men, 20 years and over 13.2% 24.9% 18.2% NA
Women, 20 yearsand over | 6.6% 12.0% 12.0% NA

** Based on Mar. - Aug. 2000 CPS modeled average used in Study 3 Appendix 2
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Passive Sear ch for Work

For operationa and practical reasons, the census question that addresses the active job-search test
of the unemployed criteria merely asks whether the person * has been looking for work during the
last 4 weeks (that is, the reference week and the three prior weeks).” The census does not obtain
information whether a reported search used active or passive methods, so it is vulnerableto
making an employment-category mis-classification at this juncture. The CPS does obtain such
information, so it is theoretically much less susceptible than the census to employment mis-
classifications because of job-search methods. The censusis forced to assume that anyone who
answers “yes’ to the question was engaged in an active job search and therefore meets the active-
search test.

It is not known how many people in the census were mis-classified as unemployed because of
census errors regarding job search methods, but the number is likely to be substantial. Census
2000 (unlike 1990) did not provide the respondent with instructions regarding what kinds of
activities it meant by the expression “looking for work”, so many respondents likely mistook the
expression to include passive methods of looking for ajob.

The above study of the “layoff” issue, however, does offer an opportunity to estimate how many
people may have been misclassified as unemployed in the census because of misinterpreting the
job search question. By removing from the Census 2000 unemployed figure the estimated
689,000 people who were on temporary layoff, we are left with approximately 7,258,000 who
were classified as unemployed because they were assumed to have engaged in an active job
search. CPS data on active/passive job-search status of unemployed people show that 7.5 percent
of all people in the CPS (March - May 2000) who report that they searched for work indicate that
they used passive methods. If this proportion is true as well of people in the census, then 544,350
people--or 7.5 percent of the 7,258,000 people who were classified in the census as unemployed
because they looked for work—used passive methods only, and were therefore mis-classified as
unemployed.”

Research into the effectiveness of this additional question, which was intended to filter out of the
unemployed category people on permanent layoff who did not search for work, revealed that it
potentidly averted aconservatively estimated number of about 500,000 people from being mis-
classified as unemployed in Census 2000. This estimate is based on a tabulation of a 1/500
sample of the census records for the U.S. of people with the following characteristics: (a) they
did not work in the census reference week; (b) they answered that they were on layoff from ajob
in the reference week; (c) they answered no to the filter question about expectation of being
recalled to work; and (d) they answered that they did not look for work in the required time
frame.

3The total number of job seekers who used passive methods may actually be morethan
this because some people may have been excluded from the unemployment category because
they said they were not available to take a job.
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In the 1990 census, people with such a pattern of responses had the potential to be classified as
unemployed; if such peopleindicated that they were available to take ajob in the census
reference week, they would have been mis-classified, according to the official criteria, as
unemployed, because the 1990 census did not know that they had no expectation of returning to
work. People who had the specified pattern in Census 2000 were not asked the question about
availability to start ajob, so it is not known how many of them would not have been classified as
unemployed even if they had said “yes’ to the recall expectation question. Nevertheless, it cannot
be ruled out that the presence of the question in Census 2000 prevented as many as 500,000 mis-
classifications to the unemployed category; a significant proportion of the number actually
classfied as unemployed. It would seem that the question was a success and is probably a
necessary component of any inquiry into the true nature of a person’sjob-loss situation.
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Appendix 2. Comparison of Employment Questionsin the 1990 census and Census 2000

Questions on Employment Status From Census 2000

21. LAST WEEK, did thisperson do ANY work for
either pay or profit? Mark the "Yes' box even if the
person worked only 1 hour, or helped without pay in a
family business or farm for 15 hours or more, or was on
active duty in the Armed Forces.
aYes
dNo — Skip to 25a

25. a. LAST WEEK, was this person on layoff from
ajob?
AYes— ipto 25¢
[ No
b. LAST WEEK, wasthis person TEMPORARILY
absent fromajob or business?
(Y es, on vacation, temporary illness, labor
dispute, etc. #Xip to 26
1 No— Skipto 25d
c. Has thisperson been informed that he or she
will berecalled to work within the next 6 months
OR been given adateto returntowork?
dYes— Skipto 25e
[ No
d. Hasthis person been looking for work during
the last 4 weeks?
dYes
(1 No— Skipto 26
e. LAST WEEK, could this person have garted a
job if offered one, or returned to work if recalled?
[ Yes, could have gone to work
(1 No, because of own temporary illness
(1 No, because of all other reasons (in school, etc.)
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Questions on Employment Statusfrom the 1990 Census
21a. Did this person work at any time LAST WEEK?
F Yes— Fill thiscirdeif this person worked full time or part time. (Count part-time
work such as delivering papers, or helping without pay in afamily business or farm.

Also count active duty in the Armed Forces.)

F No— Fill thiscircleif this person did not work, or did only own housework, school
work, or volunteer work. — Skip to 25

b. How many hours did this person work LAST WEEK (at al jobs)? Subtract any time off;
add overtime or extra hours worked.

Hours

25. Was this person TEMPORARILY absent or on layoff from ajob or business LAST WEEK?

F Yes, on layoff
F Yes, on vacation, temporary illness, labor dispute, etc.
F No

26a. Hasthis person been looking for work during the last 4 weeks?

+ F Yes
* F No —ipto27

*

26b. Could this person have taken ajob LAST WEEK if one had been offered?

F No, aready hasajob

F No, temporarily ill

F No, other reasons (in school, etc.)
F Yes, could have taken ajob

27. When did this person last work, even for afew days?

F 1990 | Go F 1980 to 1984 | Skip
F 1989 | to F 1979 or earlier | to
F 1988 | 28 F Never worked | 32

F 1885 to 1987 |
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B. Correspondence between Census 2000 and 1990 Census Question Numbers

Employment Questions in the censuses of 1990 and 2000:

1990 Census | Census 2000 Name of Question

Number Number

2la 21 Work Last Week

21b Not Hours Worked Last Week
Applicable

25 25a L ayoff

25 25b Temporary Absence

Not 25¢ Recall

Applicable

26a 25d Looking for Work

26b 25e Availability for Work

27 26 Y ear Last Worked

C. Discusson of differences between employment questionsfor the 1990 and 2000 censuses

1.WORK LAST WEEK

The 2000 question asks whether the person worked for pay or profit last week; the 1990 question
asked only whether the person worked, leaving “pay or profit” asimplied. The 2000 instruction
is attached to the question; in 1990, the instructions were part of the response fields. The 2000

instruction isa simplified version of the 1990 one.

2. HOURS WORKED LAST WEEK

The 1990 question was dropped from the Census 2000 questionnaire.

3. ABSENCE FROM WORK
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The three Census 2000 questions -- 25a, 25b, 25¢ — replaced the 1990 question 25.

The three Census 2000 questions are part of the battery of census questions that collect
employment status. Within the battery of census employment questions, these questions are
particularly useful for identifying persons who are considered “unemployed.” The expansion
from one question in 1990 to three in 2000 was made to conform the census with the CPS.

The CPS instrument underwent significant revisions after 1990. In particular, the CPS
introduced new questions about kinds of work absences and expectations for returning to work,
primarily to be able to dassify persons on layoff more accurately. Testing in the 1996 National
Content Survey showed that the Census 2000 battery could successfully incorporate these
revisions into the census framework. The differences between the 2000 and 1990 questions on
absence from work last week reflect thisincorporation.

4. LOOKING FOR WORK

The 2000 and 1990 questions areidenticd.

5. AVAILABILITY FOR WORK

The Census 2000 question replaces the 1990 question’s concept of “taking ajob” with that of
“starting ajob”; and it expands the meaning of being available for ajob to include “returning to
work if recalled”. The response fields have been reworded for 2000; and the 1990 field “ No,
aready has ajob” has been deleted.

6. YEAR LAST WORKED

The seven response fields for the 1990 version of this question were collapsed to two for Census
2000. The purpose of the question changed radically from 1990. In 1990, it both collected
detailed data and served as a screening question for the industry, occupation, and class of worker

guestions. For Census 2000, it has only a screening function, which requires only two response
fields.
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Appendix 3. Problem in Employment Estimatesfor Population in Group Quarters

In the clearance-review process for the datain Census 2000 Summary File 3, the Census Bureau
became aware that the employment-status data from Census 2000 (including those shown in SF 3
tables P38, P43-46, PCT 35, P149A-1,P150A-1, PCT35, PCT69A-1, and PCT 70A-1) for some
places where colleges are located appear to overstate the number in the labor force, the number
unemployed, and the percent unemployed, probably because of reporting or processing errors.

Further research into this “college-town” issue indicated that the problem extended beyond
places with colleges to the country in general. The Census Bureau learned that it stems from the
tendency of many working-age people living in civilian non-institutional group quarters (GQ),
such as college dormitories, worker dormitories, and group homes (for the mentally ill or
physically handicapped), to exhibit a particular pattern of entries to the employment questionsin
Census 2000." The Census Bureau estimates that the pattern affected the employment data for
about 15 percent of the civilian non-institutional GQ population 16 years of age and over in the
United States, or around 500,000 people. It had an impact on the Census 2000 labor force
statistics for the entire country, but its effects were most visible and substantial for places, such
as college towns, with high concentrations of people living in civilian non-institutional group
quarters.

In Census 2000, the majority of people in the GQ popul ation were enumerated by the Individual
Census Report (ICR) form, which collected employment datain a battery of six questions
(questions 23, 27a-€). The responses to these questions were captured and fed into a set of rules
(called the Employment Status Recode -- ESR -- edit) that used the combined information from
al six questions to assgn each person to one of the following four employment-status categories
not in universe (all people less than 16 years old); employed; unemployed; not in labor force.

For a significant segment of the GQ population, a so-called “ 3/3" response pattern was entered
into the ESR edit.”® This pattern is shown in the following table:

14 The pattern also appeared frequently for peoplein institutional group quarters, such as
prisons and juvenile institutions, but, because of the way employment categories are defined, it
had no impact on the employment data for these people.

153/3” refers to the fact that the responses to the first three questions, which appeared on page 4
of the ICR, are all missing; and those to the last three questions, which were on page 5 of the ICR, areall
13 y%_

”
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3/3 I nput Pattern from ICR forms

Question

Number

onICR | Question Wording Entry

23 LAST WEEK, did you do ANY work for either Missing
pay or profit?

27a LAST WEEK, were you on layoff from ajob? Missing

27b LAST WEEK, were you TEMPORARILY absent | Missing

from ajob or business?

27c (For people on layoff) Have you been informed Yes
that you will be recalled to work within the next 6
months OR been given adate to return to work?

2 Have you been looking for work during the last Yes
four weeks?
27e Could you have started ajob last week if offered | Yes

one, or returned to work if recalled ?

The 3/3 pattern represents an incompl ete set of information, since entries to the first three
guestions are missing. The ESR edit assigned people with this pattern to the “unempl oyed”
category, because the edit had three built-in assumptions:

1) the respondents saw and reacted to each and every question in the employment series,

2) the 3/3 pattern represented the faithful recording of actual responses (or non-responses)
to the questions; and

3) people who responded in this manner were more likely to meet the official criteriafor
the “unemployed” category than for any other category.*

Census Bureau research revealed that most of the GQ cases with the 3/3 pattern may not have
met one of the first two assumptions. Preliminary investigations suggest that, in most cases, the
pattern resulted from anomalies in the data collection or processing systems. Unfortunatdy, this
hypothesis cannot immediately be tested by comparing the 3/3 pattern with actual reports from
the respondents. The images of thefilled-out ICR’s will not be accessble until the completion, in
2006 at the earliest, of the Census Bureau’ s project to image the forms for delivery to the
National Archives.

18 They reported that they were looking for work and could have started ajob last week. Because
they did not report whether they had ajob last week (persons with ajob are classfied as “employed”), it
is reasonable to classify them as “ unemployed.”
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The potential effect of the ESR outcome for the 3/3 pattern is to increase the count of
unemployed people & the expense of the counts of the employed and the not-in-labor-force
groups. Preliminary research to estimate the potential impact of the phenomenon on the labor
force data for the nation as awhole indicates that it may have incorrectly decreased the number
of employed people by about 235,000 (the Summary File 3 -- SF3 -- number of employed was
129.7 million), reduced the number of people not in the labor force by 285,000 (SF3 figure of
78.3 million), increased the number of unemployed by 519,000 (SF3 figure of 7.9 million), and
raised the unemployment rate by 0.4 percentage point (SF3 figure was 5.8 percent).

Comparatively, the impact of the phenomenon on areas below the national level may be much
greater, depending upon the relative size of the GQ population within the given area. The Census
2000 unemployment rate for the city of Williamsburg, Virginia, for example, was 41.7 percent.
Research indicated that this rate resulted primarily from the prevalence of the 3/3 pattern among
residents of college dormitories, who make up alarge percentage of the city’s population.

The table below is restricted to people living in households. This restriction eliminates the
influence of the group quarters people with the 3/3 pattern but dso eliminates the influence of all
other group quarters people. For abrief discussion of the data in the table, see section 1.1 of the
main text.
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Aapendiz 3, Table 1. Comparizon of Employment Status by Sex Between the Censusz and the Current Population

Survey 2000, United State s, Total

(Civilian Household population; Ho Armed Forces or Group Quarters)

Characteristic Census E stim ate Aaril CPS E stim ste Difference Difference [P ercentage
Mumber  [Percent Mumber |Percent [ofcensus [asapercent |point
(thaus) [thou=z) from CPS [ofCP S difference
[thious]
2000

Populstion 16 years and over 208,755 100.0 211,863 100.0 -310a -1.5 oo
Civilian Labor Force 135,750 Ga.0 142,075 G671 -G285 -4.4 20
Employed 128,663 61 6 136,570 Gd & -g207 6.0 =30
I nem ployed 7115 3.4 9,205 25 1913 36.5 1.0

Percent of Civilian Labor Force 5.2 3.7 1.6
Mot in labor force 72,974 350 EO788 J2a HMBE 4.5 20
Males 16 years and aver 99,910 1000 101,572 100.0 -1662 -1.6 oo
Civilian Labor Force 72,354 724 75739 T4 B -3385 -4.5 21
Employved Bg,597 B8 .7 72470 FAR= -4373 -B.0 3.2
I nem played 3,758 35 2769 27 059 ) 1.0

Percent of Civilian Labaor Farce 5.2 3.7 1.5
Mot in labar force 27 556 2T E 255833 254 1723 6.7 21
Females 16 years and over 102,844 100.0 110,291 100.0 -1447 -1.3 oo
Civilian Labor Force 63,426 553 66 336 601 =290 -4.4 14
Employed 60,066 552 63900 57 A -3534 6.0 28
I nem ployed 3,360 31 2435 2.2 24 T 0.4

Percent of Civilian Labor Force 5.3 3.7 1.6
Mot in labor force 45 419 4“7 43855 A 1464 L 14
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